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tincd ana vindicated, in 1 hree fans. I he hrll— pubhiht 
ly in 17810 ; the fecond — in 1794 ; the third — an Appendix 
taming Additional Obfervatioes and Arguments, with &tric\ui 
fcverai httt Publications. By Th ouaiBaldwi k." 

In conformity 10 the Aft of the Congrefs of the United Siatei 
tied, " An Act for the encouragement of learning, by fecnrii 
copies of maps, charts, and books, to the Authors and Propriet 
fuch copies, daring the times therein mentioned ;" and alfoto ai 
entitled, " An Aft fupplcmcntaiy to an Aft, entitled, * An / 
rhc encouragement of learning, by fecuring the copies of maps, < 
and books, to the Authors and Proprietors of fuch copies, durii 
times therein mentioned ;' and extending the benefits thereof 
dns of ddigning, engraving, and etching niflorical and other priri 

WILLIAM S. SHAW, Clerk of the Diftrianf Maftc6v/< 
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PREFACE. 



1 HE firft of thefe Tra&s was written while the authov 
refided in the State-fef New Hampfhire, by the particular 
requeft of the Woodftock Affociation* Without delign* 
ing to enter the wide field of controveriy, a few thoughts 
were ha (lily collected, .rather as an apology for the particu- 
lar communion of the Baptifts, than an intended attack upon 
ihe fentiments and pra&ice of others. The fubliancc of 
what was then written, was prefented to the above Aflbci- 
ation, at their meeting at Marlow, in the autumn of 1788, 
and publifhed the fpnng following. 

In 1 79 1 the Rev. Noah Worccftcr, pallor of the Congre- 
gational church in TbornStn, publifhed a reply, entitled, 
« A Friendly Letter," &c. addrefTed to the author. This 
Letter, though written with a confiderable degree of Chrif- 
Inn candour, contained fome mifreprefentations and errors r 
which it was thought defirable to have corrected. Accord- 
ingly* in 1 794 the fecond TraS was preftnted to the public, 
m the form of a ** Reply " to the foregoing Letter. A 
fecond edition was called for in a few weeks ; and a third 
was fome time after publifhed in Connecticut. The re- 
peated calls for this work, rendered its republication necel- 
fery. 

The controverfy had confiderably fubfided, particularly 
on the fide of the Baptifts, as very few things had been 
publifhed by them for the fpace of ten years ; till at length 
Mr. Edwards's "Candid Reafons (as he is pleaied to call 
them) for renouncing the principles of the Antipaedobap- 
tifts," reached this country. They Were immediately re- 
printed, and diftributed in all direclions. This book ac- 
quired peculiar celebrity, on the account of its coming 
from one who had been a profeifed Baptift. It was iup- 
poiedythat he underftood the fecret, wherein our great Jlrengh 
lay, and would confequently be more likely to embarrafs 
•ur arguments than any other man. 

"What is now offered to the public in the following paqer, 
as an Appendix, was at firft defigned only to contain \e> 
marks on this author. But Ending the controverfy renewed 
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PREFACE, 

by our Paedobaptift brethren with uncommon zeal, and it* 
fome inftances with an acrimony which but little becomes' 
thofe who profefs to contend for the truth, it was thought 
proper to extend our obfervations to thofe articles which 
form the u ground work" of infant bap tifm. The mem- 
ber/hip of infants, as founded in the covenant of circum- 
cihon, and the famenefs of the Jewifh and Chriftian churches, 
are the principal data from which Padobaptifm is argued ; 
tliefe have therefore received particular confederation. 

The reader will perceive, that our.ilriclures on Mr, 
Edwards have been directed to thofe arguments only, 
which he coniidered as principal in this difpute. Our 
limits would not allow us to attend to any thing more. . 
It has not been our defign to .fpeak difrefpe&fully of the 
man : to his own Matter he muft (land or fall. 

Two Difcourfes of the Rev. Samuel Wprcefter, harve- 
alfo received cur animadverfions. His arguments being: 
in fubjtatice the , ff.me with thofe of Mr. tdwards, it wa».- 
deemed unneceifary to go over the. ground, again. A»" 
thefe difcourfes were deCgned not only to flrengthen arvdt 
fupport Psedobaptifm, but to pull down and bring into di£? 
repute the fentiments of his Baptift neighbours, who dwell - 
peaceably by him, we make no apology for attempting tQi 
prove his mjs&atements and mifreprefentations. We mufti 
be permitted, however, to fay, we have aimed ta.be candi&* 
and to treat his pinion, with due relpect, whilft we Jiave.-- 
freely ceiifurcd his errors. 

Two Difcourfes by the Rev. Dr. Ofgood have alfo beeBi 
briefly noticed. Ihefe are written in the Dolors ufual. 
ftyle of elegance and perfpicuity, and contain feveral very 
candid obfervations. A few inconfiflencies have however 
been noticed ; and there are fume other things which yte 
think highly xeprehenlible, fuch as his comparing the Bap* 
tift minilters to the devi/J and charging them with creeping. 
into men's hnufes ! &c. (page 33.) it is conceived that a. 
man never creeps into another's houfe, when he is honour-, 
ably invited. 

The whole is with great deference fubmitted to a candid 
public. The author would firicerely unite with the piou*- 
of all denominations, in fervent prayer to Almighty God„ 
for an increafe of fpii itual light, love, and knowledge, until 
error and prejudice lhall be exterminated, and all Chriilians 
be of one heart and one mind to ferve the .Lord iu the beaat£ 
mf holinefs. 

Bo&oOf December %$i 1806. 
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SECTION I. 

hmarks on the unfriendly Afpvrfions cajl upon the 
Baptijls^for refufing Communhn with other Denom- 
inations — The Go/pel Doflrine of a Church and 
Qualification of the Members— With Striflures on 
Baptifm. 

1HE Baptift churches in general have long 
been blamed for holding and pradifing what is 
commonly called clofe communion, as if this prac- 
tice were wholly inconfiftent with Chrijlian char- 
ty, or that mutual forbearance which the gofpel 
requires : and by fome it is confidered as in- 
compatible with the exiftence of grace, and for 
which we have been loaded with many re- 
proachful names* 

We are charged with making the want of a 
little water only, a bar to communion ; and that we 
are fo fuperfhtioufly fond of the watery element, 
(hat we place the whole of our religion in what 
they pall a mere circumjlance of the ordinance of bap^ 
tifm ; and fome even affert, that we hold that 
none can befaved without being immerfed. And 
that thereby we put baptifm in the place of ri* 
iteming blood. 

But why fuch unfriendly charges ? Surely 
they greatly impeach our do&rinal principles * 
tnd are perfectly inconfiftent with out monroi. 
T Jhrtmtn/s and conft&n t f raft ice. 



M Unfriendly Ajperfions on the Buptijh. 

For it is too notorious to admit a plea of ig- 
norance, in any of our opponents, that we con- 
fider no one as a proper fubjeft of baptifm, who 
does not profefs repeyitance towards God, and 
faith in our Lord Jefus Chrift ; who does not, 
in other words, appear to be in a ftate oifalva- 
lion. 

Nay, fo far from making baptifm -xfaving or- 
dinance, we do not; we cannot, confider any 
one as a proper fubjeft of it, who looks upon.it 
in that light. 

But, however, we defire to pay a proper def- 
erence to that, as well as to all other of Chrift's 
inftitutions ; and not to treat it as though it 
were left to our choice, either to pradtife or 
omit it : although we do not confider it as cf 
fential to falvation, yet we do think it ejje/itial to 
the regular vifibility of a gofpel church j and 
confequently to communion at the Lord's table ; 
.for that is a church ordinance, and ought never 
to be adminiftered but to members that are 
in fpecial covenant. 

I am perfuaded that the Baptifts are .not die 
only people who believe baplnm f tO be ! &#•**•*- 
quijite to the Lord's fupper. 

Were a Turk to be brought from' Mecca to 
America. and fhould here be convinced of the im- 
pofture of Mahomet, a*id become a tr^e convert 
to Chrif&yiity : fhould he immediately aft6r at- 
tend a Paeclobaptift church, oh one of 'trail* ftated 
feafons to celebrate the Lord's fupper; and 
fliould the folemnity and beauty of the Ordi- 
nance attradl his mind, and excite in him ardent 
defires to partake in it ; would they permit 
^,him ? I an*v perfuaded they would' not. But 
why would they not receive loita 1 ! A& tt/V^cauie 
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they do not look upon him as a Chriftian ? No, 
for they really do. But do they not believe 
God has received him ? Yes, they do. But do 
they not believe Chrift communes with him Jpir- 
itually ? They do. How can they then Jhut him 
o:tt ? Doubtlefs, becaufe they view him lo be 
unbaptized, and not a member of any church. 
Their conduct in refilling him, would be con- 
fident with the tendered feelings of Chriftianity. 
Therefore we do not commune merely as Chrij* 
tiansj but as fuch in a regular, vifible flanding. 

But to illuftrate the point further, fuppofe a 
minifter of Chrift was providentially in one of 
our new fettlements where were a number of 
inhabitants, refpe&able on other accounts, but 
who had never been baptized in their infancy, nor 
had any church been gathered in the place — he 
is invited to preach — his labours are fo far fuc- 
ceeded, that in a few days con fider able numbers 
are hopefully brought to the knowledge of the 
truth — the next Lord's day they defire him to 
break bread to them. What will he do ? If free 
communion is to be eftablifhed, here is a good 
opportunity for it to operate in its fulleft lat- 
itude : for if it be lawful and right to break 
bread to one that is unbaptized, it may be to a 
whole fociety. But, however, if he be a Pado- 
baptiji tmnifter^ I prefume he will not be guilty 
of fuch an irregularity : nor would a conjijlcnt 
Baptijl. And I feel fafe to conclude, that our 
Padobaptifi brethren would not blame us for re- 
fufing communion with fuch a fociety, who did 
not fubmit to baptifm in fome mode or other, 
however amiable their Chriftian charadter3 
might 2ppear in other re/pe&s. 
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If they would acquit us from blame in the 
foregoing inftance, why fhould they fault us 
for refilling communion with thofe that we 
verily believe have never been baptized according 
to Chrift's inftitution : for, agreeably to an an- 
cient writer, " They who are not rightly bapti- 
zed, are, doubtlefs, not baptized at all."* 
Wherefore we conclude, that communion does 
riot belong to Chriftians merely as fuch, but to 
them as baptized members of fome gofpel 
church. 

Neither yet fhould we be quite fafe to open 
our doors for communion, to all who are in a 
church ftate, and profefs to be baptized. 

Therefore, it will be neceffary in the next 
place, to attend to the fcripture account of the 
Faith and Order of a Gofpel Church. 

A gofpel church muft be built upon a gofpel 
plan. If we candidly look into the fcriptures, 
we fhall eafily perceive, that the church is a fo- 
ciety of faints, of faithful men and women in 
Chrift Jefus, that are joined together in holy 
fellowfhip, that are incorporated into a vifible 
church ftate, and by agreement meet together 
to carry on the worihip of God, to glorify him, 
and edify one another. 

The church does not appear to be national, 
provincial, or parochial ; but truly congrega- 
tional. It is not built of dead materials, but of 
lively Jlones f\ each of them fitted before they 
are laid in the building, " fo that there is nei- 
ther hammer nor axe heard in all the houfe 
while it is in building :"\ how wonderful ! how 

* Baptifratm qwimrite non habeant fine dubio non habeut. Tcr- 
itrtl. de faptifmoy cap xl. page %}0 

f i P«t ::• ^. t t Kings \\. 7. 
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fuperb ! and yet how exa& the model, fo that 
there needed no alteration to bring them all to- 
gether with that exaftjiefs, that bone comes to 
its bone. 

The church is called by St. Paul, " The pillar 
and ground of the truth."* 

The gofpel rule gives none a right in the 
church of Chrift, but true believers : and all 
that .enter not in by Chrift the door, are thieves and 
robbers. 

The church is Chrift's myftical body, which 
he hath loved and given himfelf for, " that he 
might fan&ify and cleanfe it, with the wajhing of 
water by the word"i 

If we wifli to underftand the apoftolick form 
of a gofpel church, we muft expeft to find it in 
the A&s of the apoftles, or fome of their writ- 
ings. The firft gofpel church that was gathered 
after the afcenfion of the Mefftah, was that at 
Jerufalem, which is defcribed in the following 
order : " Then they that gladly received his 
word were baptized ; and the fame day there 
were added unto them about three thoufand 
fouls : and they continued fledfaflly in the apof- 
tles* do6lrine and fellowfhip"\ 

When Ananias, with Sappbira his wife, came 
and lied to the Holy Ghoft, and pretended they 
were friends to Chrift, when they were not, and 
were both fallen dead ; great fear fell upon the 
attending multitude. " A fid of the refl durfl no 
man join himfelf unto them." (That is, fuch as they 
were, carnal, hypocritical profeffors.) " But 
believers were the more added unto the Lord, mul- 
titudes both of men and women." § So early 

^* i Tim. w. if. fEph. v. 26. \ Ada u. *\ , *v % K&*^ 
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Ad felfe pretenders try to get a place in the 
church of Chrift. 

This church at Jerufalem being gathered un- 
der the infpiration of the Holy Ghofl, may be con- 
fidered as. a model for all fucceeding ones ; every 
circumftance related concerning it, difcovers it 
to be a body of true believers in Chrift. 

The next church gathered by the apoftles 
was that at Samaria, which exaftly agrees with 
that at Jerufalem — " When they believed Philip 
preaching the things concerning the kingdom 
of God, and the name of Jefus Chrift, they 
were baptized, both men and women "f 

The church of Corinth alfo appears to be in 
the fame method ; " Many of the Corinthians 
faring, .believed, and were Jbapti&ed"\ Tfce 

^churcE at Ephefusm2s addrefled by the apoflle, as 
" faints and faithful in Chrift. Jefus ;" ajad as 
thofe who had been raifed from the dead, and 

. quickened , by fovereign grace, turned from the 
courfe of thjs world, delivered from thejpirit 
that worketh in the children of difobedience. Tfce 
Corinthians " firft gave their own felves unto 
the Lord, and unto one another by the will of 
God."* And none can, in a gofpel fenfe, *giye 

, themfelves.up in church covenant, till they pre- 

. yipufly give themfelves to the Lord. 

I think that no one that is indebted to the 

. New Teftament for hia knowledge refpe&ing- a 
gofpel church, will try to gainfay the foregoing 

defcription. 

Therefore I would obferve, that if the fore- 
going defcription be a fcriptural reprefentationof 
a gofpel church ; then confequently, that church 
which does not agree thereto, is not ftri&ly upon 

* A&s nil u. f A&s xviii. 8. \% Cor.xm. 5* 
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the gofpel plan, unlefs it can be proved, that 
there are two modes of gofpel churches. 

That there may be churches formed, that in 
many particulars may refemble a gofpel church, 
I wifh not to deny ; — and that in thofe church- 
es there may be many real Chriftians, is a mat- 
ter I have no <Jefire to fcruple : fo I have reafon 
to fuppofe that there are many Chriftians, not 
united to any church. 

Again, the Chriftian church is built on 
Chrift's authority, and is fupported and defended 
by the fame : He is the chief corner Jtone, on 
which their fpiritual building is erefted, " dif- 
allowed indeed of men ; but chofen of God, 
and precious. Therefore, that church that 
is built on worldly ejlablijhments, and depends on 
civil aid for its fupport and defence, is not 
iiriclly conformed to the gofpel plan* 

Ezra, who led the people out of Babylon, refu- 
fed to alk aid of the civil aim, to aflift him againft 
the enemies in the way, faying, " I was afliamed 
to require of the king a band of foldiers and horfe- 
men, to help us againft the enemies in the way : 
becaufe we had fpoken to the king, faying, The 
hand of our God is upon all them for good that 
feek him : but his power and his wrath is againft 
all them that forfake him/'* 

Chrift's " kingdom is not of this world :"f 
and in a religious fenfe is not conne&ed with, 
nor any ways dependent thereon for it& being or 
fupport.^ 

It will doubtlefs be granted, that there are 
many churches in the land, that aire not formed 
according to the foregoing method, as tua^ be. 
made evident, and will appear in the io^oVvcv^ 

* EzrB v/i - **. f John rwi. 36. 



1 8 Co/pel .Dodrine of a. Church* 

particulars, i.e. That .a heart belief \ or laving 
faith in the Lord Jefus Chrift, is not confidered 
hy many of them as a pre-requifite to baptifm, 
or to their being. admitted in full communion \ 
which does, not agree with the truly apoftQlic 
rule. Philip 9 * words to the Eunuch who defired 
to. fubmit himfelf to the ordinance of baptifm, 
were, " If thou believeft with all thine hearty thou 
mayeft/'* Philip was dire&ed to this chariot by 
the Spirit of God, and muft be confidered as a fit- 
ting under the influence of that through the 
whole tranfaftion : and if he requiredany thing 
more of the Ethiopian convert, than what was 
iieceffary, really neceffary to that ordinance, it 
would difcover a degree of partiality which few 
would be willing to admit, confidering the in- 
fluence he afted under. That this, was not the 
cafe is evident from St. Paul's words, " with 
the heart man believeth unto righteoufnefs, and 
with the mouth confejjion is made uxLtofaha- 
. tion"\ This heart belief is the only belief that is 
unto righteoufnefs, and this muft precede a con- 
feffion with the riiouth, if not the confeflion 
will be but zfa/fehood. 

Again, Many of the Padobaptifis hold the cov- 
enant made with Abraham, called by Stephen 
€C the covenant of circumcijion" to be the covenant of 
grace.\ From hence they infer the right of in- 
fant membership ; and confider the natural feed 
of believers as the children of Abraham ; and 
on this ground claim the fpecial privileges of 
the gofpel for them as fuch. 

This rather differs from Paul 9 s idea, who tells 
us, " the promife — was nol to Abraham nor tp 
his/eed through the law> but through the ri^bt* 
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eoufnefs of faith. Therefore it is oi faith, that it 
might be by grace, to the end the promife might 
be fure to all thejeed.' ■ * " And if ye be Chrift's, 
then are- ye Abraham's y?^, and heirs according 
to .the promife "$ Hence we may infer, that if 
we be not Chrift's, then we are not Abraham's 
feed) and are not heirs according to the promife. 

Again, The.apofUe Peter calls the members of 
the Ghriftian. church, " an holy prieft-hood, to 
offer up fpiritual facrifices acceptable to God by 
Jefus Ghrift j"J which no carnal profejfor can do ; 
^either can men in their natural fiate, for "fpir- 
itual things are fooliflinefs to them j" but the 
children of God are " an holy nation, a peculiar 
people, to fhew forth the praifes of him who hath 
called them out of darknefs into his marvellous 
light" Can we by this defcription find the 
features of an infant in his natural fiat e ? or do 
they not rather refemble true believers in Chrift. 
But it is further added, " which in time paft 
were not a people, but are now the people of God, 
which bad not obtained mercy, but now have ob- 
tained mercy." 

But how will this agree with the uption of 
infants being born with an hereditary right to the 
fpecial ordinances of the gofpel ? If it be true 
that they have a right, then there is no time 
when they are not a people after they are born 
into the world : and that they obtained mercy 
in the fame way that Levi paid tithes •, i. e. in the 
bins of -his father. Upon this fcale, that parents 
convey a right of church privileges to their in- 
fant feed, I cannot fee why they do not hold 
their church privileges by the fame tenure a$ 
they bold their lands, 

'Mm, it. M3-X6. f Gal, a a9 , j x p et , £. 5 _<j, 
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But perhaps it may be thought I am trying to 
expofe a fentiment that the Padobaptijls do not 
hold, i. e. that grace is efential to church mem- 
berfhip ; however, one of two things is evident 
by their pra&ice, either I ft. That grace is con- 
veyed as above defcribed ; or 2d. That grace is 
not effential to church memberfhip. To fuppofe 
thS former, would fuperfede the neceffity of re- 
generation — to fuppofe the latter, would be to 
lay the foundation for a gracelefs church ; and 
would leave no other difference between that 
and the world, than what confifts merely in 
name and external form. 

If what has been obferved already from the 
laft will and teftament of our Lord be true, it 
muft fufficiently appear, that evidences of grace 
are abfolutely neceffary to the admiflion of a 
member to church feUowfhip or fpecial ordi- 
nances. 

At a certain time our Lord inquired of his 
difciples, whom men faid that he Was. After a 
relation of the different opinions*of others, Pe- 
ter believingly affirms, " Thou art the Christ 
the Son of the living God. And Jefus an- 
fwered and faid unto him, Bleffed art thou, Si- 
mon-baijona, for flejh and blood hath not revealed 
it unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven. 
And I fay unto thee, thou art Peter ; and upon 
this rock I will build my church, and the gates 
of hell fhall not prevail againft it."* 

Churches in general, of all denominations, 
improve this declaration as a promife in their fa- 
vour. But to determine the propriety of the 
claim, it is neceffary to confider two things, 1ft. 
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What we are to ^nderftand by the Rock. 2d. 
The manner of the building upon it. 

Now, fhould we build upon another rock in- 
ftead of that referred to by our Lord, it would 
naturally feclude us from the promife. 

, Again, Should we build and lay the true Rock 
, as our foundation, but at the fame time fhould 
( not attend to the manner of building as de- 
fcribed by Ghrift, we might ftill be left without 
.any juft right to the promife. Therefore I 
would here obferve, that Chriftians in general 
fPapifts excepted) acknowledge this rock to re- 
fer to Chrift. But fhould the reader think I 
take ibmething for granted'that is not proved, 
let him confult the following, ficriptures, ICuah 
Xiviii. 16. Behold, 1 lay in Zion for a foundation ,.a 
, ftone, a /jf/W, ftone, a precious corner, ftone, afure 
foundation* 2 Sam. xxi. 2. Tbe. Lord is my rock. 
. Again in the 32d verfe, Who is a rock fave our 
God. Alfo, fee 1 Sam. ii. 2. Neither is there any 
. rock like, our God. Again, 1 Cor. iii. .11. For 
other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, 
which is Jesus Christ. The apoftle fpeaking of 
the houfehold of God, fays, They .are built upon 
the foundation of the apojlles and prophets, Jefus 
Chrift- himfelf being the chief corner ftone : Eph. 
ii. 20. 

By the above quotations it is made evident, 

that this Rock on which the church of Chrift is 

built, is Chrift himfelf, who is the " root cuid off* 

fpring of David, the bright and the morning Jlar" 

This is the Rock implied in Peter's confeffion. 

But let us obferve in the next place the man- 
ner of the building to be ere&ed on this Rock. 
A profeffion of faith, in adults, in order to \ta&& 
zdmhBion to fpechl coinaiunion, is a pQ\\& ^x^ 
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erally acknowledged : but if this be the only 
idea that is to be taken — that they ftand lit the 
aifle, and give their tacit confent to the articles 
and covenant read ; contenting to fubjeft them- 
felves to the rules of any particular church : if 
this be all that is pleaded for as neceffary to the 
building of the church of Chrift, I fliall take 
leave to demur. For mod perfons that have 
been educated in the theory of the Chriftian 
religion could fubfcribe to this implicit faith : 
but thofe members that are fit materials for this 
fpiritual building, make a confeflion in fubftance 
as Peter did ; and this fprings from a Chrift re- 
vealed in them ; "flejh and blood hath not re- 
vealed it unto thee'* Without fuch a revelation 
as this, no perfon can be a fit member for a gof- 
pel church ; neither can they get upon this rock 
without it : for until this is made to their fouls, 
they neither know God nor Jefus Chrift ; for 
it is exprefsly declared by Chrift, Mat. xi. 27, 
No man knoweth the Son but the Father ; * neither 
knoweth any man the Father but the Son, and he to 
whomfoever the Son will reveal him. And if they 
do not know Chrift, they are not his Jheep : for 
he fays, John x. 14, / am the good Jhepherd, and 
know my Jheep, and am known of mine. Now if 
they are not Chrift'syZ*?^, what right have they 
in his fold. Chrift fixes a faving iffue upon 
coming to him, hearing his fayings, and doing 
them : Mat. vi. 47. And it is faid, John vi. 
44, No man can come to me except the Father which 

fent me draw him : This is the man that digs deep 
and lays his foundation (by faith and repentance J 
upon this bleffed ROCK. 

For the prefent let us view the matter in a 

different light : if the divine ruU w& *&cn\\. o€ 
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me unregenerate perfon's being received as a 
proper member of a gofpel church, it will of two ; 
and if of two, it will of ten ; and fo confequent- 
ly there may be a whole church and not a true 
believer in it ; but would any one dare to call 
fuch a fociety (^people, a church of Chrift ? 
i Would it not rather refemble zfynagogue of Sa- 
tan ? But perhaps it will be obje&ed, that it is 
not likely fuch an inftance ever will take place ; 
furely there is notliing but divine interpofition to 
hinder it, if this method is allowed to be rule- 
able. 

But it may be further obje&ed, that a perfcft 
church is not to be expected in this imperfect 
ftate. To which I anfwer, the divine rule re- 
quires that they be perfect : Mat. v. 48. 2 Cor. 
xiii. 11. Heb. xiii. 21. The queftion is not, 
whether, after all, we fliall not have fome hypo- 
crites, or unregenerate perfons in the church ; but 
whether we may knowingly receive fuch, or 
otherwife receive them that give no evidence to 
the contrary. 

Now it will be readily granted that the di- 
vine rule requires every Chriftian to be perfcft P 
But what if fome fhould fay, We do not exp?& 
Chriftians to be perfect, and fo lhould take lib- 
erty to indulge themfelves mjin; could the di- 
vine rule be plead in their favour r Would it not 
rather ftare them in the face ? Equally fo does 
the gofpel rule every carnal and hypocritical pro- 

\fefor. m 

But it may be further obje&ed that it is the 
duty of every perfon to attend to all the exter- 
nals of religion, as means which God has ap- 
pointed for their converiion. To w\uc\\ \ tou 

• iwer, it is the duty of every rational cycaXuxs, 
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immediately to love God, and that perfectly as Ga- 
briel does ; for without a principle of recti love to 
God, the finner cannot perform any Chriftian 
duty. Short of this, his duties are like a dead 
corpfe without a fpirit : For the endcf the com- 
mandment is charity out of a pure hdj^t : 1 Tim, i. 5. 
If the gofpel direfts the finner to a progref- 
five ufe of means or ordinances, in order to his 
converfion^ then it does not require him imme- 
diately to believe, or to exercife evangelical re- 
pentance : means always precede the end for 
which they were defigned. But is it not plain 
that every duty which the law or gofpel requires 
o£ any creature, it requires it to be done from 
zyrinciple of fupreme love to God ; and with- 
out that, all his pretentions to duty are but 
hypocrify. Prayer, or reading of God's word, 
attending to the word preached, and fpecial or- 
dinances (in an orderly way) are duties held up 
before every perfon : but they are required to 
attend them with penitent hearts. If the finner 
attempts to pray with a heart of impenitency 
and unbelief, he does but deceive himfelf and 
mock God : for his motives cannot fpring from 
a higher fource than that which rules his heart, 
which is felf love. If he attends divine fervice, 
and imagines he has been worfhipping God, he 
does but deceive himfelf : for they that worjhip 
God, worjhip him in fpirit and in truth ; whilft this 
infcription might be juftly written upon his 
moft refined afts of devotion, To the unknown 
God. Should he be fprinkled from the bap- 
tifmal laver, or immerfed in Jordan's fwelling 
flood, it would avail him nothing without a new 
heart. Should he come to the facred table oJ 
our Lord, and receive the outlaid Aewv^wv^ 
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yet ftill he does not commune with Chriji ; for 
Cbrift is tight, and he is darknefs, and they have 
no communion together. 

That the proclamation of the gofpel is to be 
made in the ears of finners, will be readily grant- 
ed ; and wherever it comes, it makes a demand 
for the finner immediately to furrender his heart. 
His refufal is criminal, and lays him under con- 
denmation : John m. 1 8. But that the gofpel in- 
vites impenitents, while fuch, to partake of its 
fpecial ordinances, I choofe rather to deny ; for 
unto the wicked God faith, What hajl thou to do to 
declare my Jiatutes, or that thou Jhouldejl tqjfe my 
covenant in thy mouth ? Pfal. l. 16. But it may- 
be poflible that fome may objeft, that I hereby 
excufe the finner from attempting any duty, be- 
caufe he has not love to God : I am far from 
-making excufes for impenitents, but would 
rather Ihow them their inexcufablenefs. Should 
the queftion be afked me, Whether it be the 
duty of a finner to pray, I fliould readily an- 
fwer, Yes ; and add, that he muft pray in faith ; 
far whatfoever is not of faith is fin : Rom. xiv. 23. 
And without faith it is impofjible toplcafe God : Heb. 
xi. 6. How thenjhall they call on him in whom they 
have not believed : Rom. x. 14. I can fee no 
valuable end anfwered to the Redeemer's caufe, 
or to the fouls of men, either by urging or re- 
ceiving unregenerate finners into the church. If 
they can be perfuaded that they are doing fome- 
thing that is acceptable to God as the matter of 
their duty, this may afford their confeiences a 
1 temporary relief, and may be the means of their 
delaying to embrace that which alone can ^jtove 
the falvation of their fouls. 
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Should one of the fervants of Chrift be called 
to vifit a dying perfon, on entering the room 
fhould difcover that death was juft ready toreceive 
him in his icy arms— that he was paft hope of re- 
covery. The crijis is important— -a few minutes 
will decide his cafe for eternity ! The dying man 
fixes ghaftly eyes upon him, as a mafier in Ifrael, 
and expects iome dire&ions from him, while 
with a faultering tongue he thus relates his fad 
cafe ; I am a poor undone firmer ^ juft going into eter» 
?iity, and have no evidence of an intereji in. Chrift I 
Whatjhall I DO ? Will the faithful minifter now 
tell him, he muft attend the ufe of means, as 
Godfll appointment for his converiion ? Will- he 
dirlft him to receive baptifm 9 or to join, to the 
church, or receive the facred fupper ? all which 
he may do and yet be damned : or will he not 
rather adopt St. Paul's dire&ions to the jailer, 
Believe on the Lord Jefus Chrift^ and thoujhalt be 
faved : Acts xvi. SI. And tell him, if kebeliev- 
eth not 9 hejhall die in his fins : John viii. 24. It 
will undoubtedly be granted, that the laft men- 
tioned is fafeft for the dying man ; if fo, it is 
3M0 fafeft for living men ; for living men are 
all dying men ! and we know not which will 
die firft, either thsfick or the well ! Therefore, 
we ought ever to give fuch directions to iinners 
at all times, as would be fkfe to give them when 
on a dying bed. 

Having taken this brief furvey of the gofpel 
doQrine relative to the character of God's pro- 
feffing people, and the. churches of our Lord 
Jefus Chrift, we find this to be the account : 
That thofe who had been fo taught as to under- 
lain d the doftrine of the crofs, and fo learned of 
the Father as to come to the Sou, uTvtt\e&\^tVj 



Communicating with other Denominations. 27 

manifefted their faith by their works of obedi- 
ence, in fubmitring themfelves to the ordinance 
of baptifm. After thus publickly giving them- 
felves up to the Lord, " they gave themfelves 
•to one another by the will of God," or accord- 
ing to his will. Then they broke bread and 
•continued in fellowfhip. 

But lire have no account of any one's believing 
before taught* M for how fhall they hear without 
a preacher ?" Nor of any one's being baptized 
before he believed* (or profeffed to believe.) Nor 
of any that came to the /acred fupper before they 



were baptized. We then believe it to^e the 
apoftolick order, to baptize none till they *ofefs 
their faith in Chrift ; and that till then, mey 
cannot be confidered as qualified members for a 
gofpel church, nor be received into their fel- 
lowfhip at the Lord's table. Therefore, before 
we are blamed too much, let a different line of 
conduA be proved from the writings of the 
*evangelijts or apofiles* and it will be our happinefs 
if we are wrong, to be convinced* that we may , 
have opportunity to reform. 

But that our reafon for refilling communion ; ( 
with other denominations, may more fully ap- 
pear, let us go on to confider the following 
things : 

S E C T I O N II. 

The Impropriety of the Bapti/i Churches communicating 
with thofe of other Denominations confidered* and 
their difference in Sentiment more particularly J 
pointed out. ^ ^ 

1 HE Baptift churches believe, that tvo ^etfoa 
can be a di/cifle of Chrift, that is not c*\^ e *£ 
/fjf'drnra// for the Author of our leW^oxtYtt 



28 Impropriety of Baptift Churches 

faid, " Whofoever he be of you that forfaketb 
not all that he hath, he cannot be my difciple -■: 
Luke xiv. S3." " Let him deny himfelfwA take 
up his daily crofs and follow me : Luke ix. 28." 
And if he be not a difciple, he cannot be coniid- 
ered a proper fubjeft of fpecial ordinances. 

We believe in one Lord, one Faith, one Baptifm. 

lft. That this one Lord is the woman's seed, 
the Immanuel, born of the virgin, the one 
Mediator between God and man, the Head of 
the Church, and Zion's King, a Leader and 
Commander of his people, the great Pattern and 
Example for all true Believers. 

2(&0?ie Faith ; that faith that works by love 
aWl purifies the heart ; which is the only faith 
of God's eleft, and which alone can give a right 
to fpecial ordinances ; for without it, it is impoffi- 
ble to pleafe God. And that this one faith, is 
particularly in each qualified fubje&, and cannot 
give a right to any but thofe that have it. 

3d. One Baptifm ; that this one baptifm is an 
immerfion in water, in the name of the triune 
God ; which is to be continued until Chrift's 
fecond coming. 

Should any fuppofe this one baptifm to be the 
baptifm of the Holy Ghofi and fire, fpoken of by 
John Baptifi and our Saviour, I fhall take leave 
to diffent from their opinion, and give fome 
reafon for my own. 

The baptifm of the Holy Ghoft was fpoken of 
by Chrift and his harbinger as that which had 
not then taken place. 

I think any one would take fingular freedom 
tofay, that there were then no Chriltians who had 
experienced the blelfings of grace in sn ordina- 
ry conver&on ; if it be r*ot fo, this coiifcv^\\<x 
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nraft follow, that thofe whom Chrift had chofen, 
ibme ef whom lie *h*Afent forth to teach and 
do miracles, were ignorant of the fpirituality of 
religion, asnd were Sill in their fins. 

Again, furtfher, if the baptifm of the Holy Ghojl 
bfe the one intended, it would exclude water bap- 
tifin in every mode : For we can as eafily con- 
ceive of two Lords as of two baptifms referred 
to one inftitutioh. 

The doftrine of baptifms mentioned by the 
apoftle, Heb. vi. 2. has no reference to the gof- 
pel institution of baptifm ; but is the lame 
Greek word that is translated wqfhings in another 
chapter of the fame epiftle, Heb. ix. 10. Ttere 
is a negation fixed to thefe baptifms, and tney 
were to be left, becaufe they were law ceremonies^ 
Mid not go/pel injlitutions. 

But here will a queftion arife, What are we to 
underftand by the baptifm of the Holy Ghoft and 
fire ? fpoken of by John, Matt. iii. 11. and by 
Chrift, Afts i. 5. John's words are, " I indeed 
baptize you with water unto repentance ; but 
be that cometh after me is mightier than I, 
whofe fhoes I am not worthy to bear ; he fliall 
baptize you with the Holy Ghofl and fore" Chrift's 
words are, " And being affembled he command- 
ed that they fhould not depart from Jerufalem, 
but wait for the promife of the Father ; which, 
faith he, ye have heard from me, for John truly 
baptized with water, but ye fhall be baptized 
with the Holy Ghoft, not many days hence." 
Doubtlefs thefe, at this time, had as great a 
meafure of the Spirit, as Chriftians in general 
have, and yet were not baptized with the Holy 
Ghofl. 

C2 
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But the explanation of the foregoing, we 
meet with in the beginning of the next chapters* 
foon after Chrift's afcenfion, " They were all 
with one accord in one place, and fuddenly 
there came a found from heaven, as of a mighty 
rufhing wind, and it filled all the houfe where 
they were fitting ; and there appeared unto 
them cloven tongues , like as of fire, and it fat upon 
each of them, and they were all filled with the 
Holy Gho/i, and began to /peak with other tongues, 
as the Spirit gave them utterance : Ads li. 1, 

Here is the Holy Ghoft and fire that was 
mentioned. For Jefus was now glorified, and 
th§Holy Ghoft according to his promife given. 
I think it is very evident, that the baptifm of the 
Holy Ghoji and fire did not refpeft the ordinary 
influence of God's Spirit, either in the conver- 
fion of finners, or in its confirming influences on 
his people : But muft refpeft the extraordinary 
and miraculous gifts beftowed on the apojlles and 
others^ for the confirmation of the gofpel \ fuch 
as the gifts of tongues , healing, prophefying 9 &c. 

But as thefe obfervations may differ from the 
general opinion, I muft therefore be a Jit tie 
more particular. Will any perfon dare to fay, 
that thofe believers at Satftaria, whom Philip bap-, 
tized, were not true converts ? If they were 
not, then Philip baptized a number of unqualified 
fubjefls, that were ftrangers to the love of God. 
If they were true converts^ I think my obferva^ 
tion muft ftand ; for it is further obferved erf 
them, that " when -the apoftles that were at 
Jerufalem, had heard that Samaria had received 
the ivcrd cf GcJ, they fcr.i Peter and Join unto 
them, w ho grayed for them, tlvat \.tcj tsvvgjrt. 
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receive the Holy Ghoft y (for as yet be was fallen 
upon none of them ; only, they were baptized in 
the name of the Lord Jefus.) Then laid they 
their hands on them, and they received the Holy 
Ghoji :" Ads viii. 14, 15, 16. The fame idea is 
further iliuftrated by St. Paul, who, when " he 
came to Ephefus, found certain difciples" and 
" he faid unto them, Have ye received the Holy 
Ghofifinceye believed f" Their anfwer was, " We, 
have not heard whether there be any Holy 
Ghoft :" Afts xix. 1, 2—6. The apoftle it 
feems prefumed, that if they were difciples, they 
were baptized ; therefore did not inquire, 
whether they were baptized, but unto what they 
were baptized. " And when Paul had laid his 
bands upon them, the Holy Ghoft came on them, 
and they fpake with tongues andpropbe/ied." 

Although they had never heard of the Holy 
Ghoft in thefe miraculous operations, yet they 
were difciples and believers. 

Therefore I think I have a right to this con- 
dufion, that the baptifm of the Holy Ghoft 
teafed when thefe miraculous gifts ceafed ; and 
that the one baptifm referred to, is water baptifm : 
yea, even this baptifm of the Holy Ghoft never fu- 
perfeded or deftroyed the neceflity of water 
baptifm ^ as an inftitution of Chrift. See it exem- 
plified, A&s x. 44—48. 

But let none conclude I mean to deny that 
Chriftians have any influences of the Holy Ghoft 
in this day ; I do not : neither do I believe they 
were without them when Chrift was upon earth, 
or even before he came. And yet thefe extra- 
ordinary influences were not given, for Jefus 
was not yet glorified. Therefore the mft\tu\\crt\ c& 
hjptifxn /lands unfiiiken upon the &tch\ bnju cli 
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a divine command, which will continue it until the 
end of time, notwithftanding many ancient and 
modern corrupters^ of whatever name, or fed. 

The Baptifts not only believe that this one 
baptifm is an inftitution of Chrift, but that it is 
ever to be admmiiR&red in one mode-, and to one 
kind of fubjefts. Our opponents fuppofe (at leaft 
many of them) that it may be adminiftered 
upon a profeffion of faith, or without it ; ei- 
ther by immerfion or fprinkling. They acknowl- 
edge immerfion to believers to be lawful bap- 
ti fm ; could we, with a good confcience, allow 
the fame of infant fpr inkling, much of our dif- 
pute would be at an end. " But our fixed and 
avowed perfuaiion will not permit us to allow, 
that infant fpr inklings though performed with the 
greateffc folemnity, is worthy of the name. Con* 
iequently* though they, confiftently with their 
own principles, may receive us to communion 
among them, yet we cannot admit them in fet 
kuvfhip with us at the Lord's table, without 
contradicting our profeffed fentiments. For it 
appears to us, on the moft deliberate inquiry* 
that immerfion is not a mere circum/lance 9 or * 
mode of baptifm, but effential to the ordinance : 
fo that in our judgment, he who is not immer- 
fed is not baptized. This is one of our reaibns 
for refuting communion to our Psedobaptifl 
brethren, whom in many refpe&s, we highly 
efteexn, and towards whom we think it our duty 
to cultivate the moft cordial affection."* " 

We really believe one mode of baptifm to be 
of divine appointment j all others but human in* 
mention. 

# Booths Apoi. p, !4* 
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But is this ordinance of our Lord left in fuch 
obfcurity, that an honeft mind muft be always at 
a lots how to pra&ife it ? To plead this, is to 
impeach Chrift, that he has not been as faithful in 
his own houfe as afon, as Mofes was as ifsrvant : 
Heb. iii. 5, 6. 

But from whence does it appear that baptifm 
is a duty ? Not from any moral precept, but from 
a *pofitive inftitution. " All pofLive inftitutions 
depend entirely upon the will and declaration of 
theperfon-who inftitutes them, with refpect to 
the end and defign of them ; and alfo the due 
manner of performing them."* But are not 
. pojitive inftitutions as plain as moral precepts ? If fo, 
why do we blame the firmer for not complying 
with one, and excufe the Chriftian for neglecting 
the other ? 

But it is faid, they do not negleftit, but only 
pra&ife it in a different way ! But is this differ- 
ent way a divine inftitution, or fomething fubfti- 
tuted in its room ? If the former, we may pre- 
fume that it is made plain in the word, as it is 
not defigned for men of fcience only, but for r//:- 
learned men and women, and for babes in Chrif*. 

The inftance recorded in fcripture concern- 
ing Saul who was fent to deftroy Amalek, with 
the prophet's reply to him at his return, may 
ferve as zfpecimen to difcover the nature and ef 
feds of difobedience. The command was poji- 
tive, and was in part obeyed ; but " the beft of 
the flieep and oxen were faved alive/ ' Saul 
was very confident he had performed the will 
of the Lord, and thus addrefled Samuel : " Bleff- 
ed be thcu of the Lord ; I have performed the 
commandment of the Lord :" 1 Sam. xv% \Su 

* Letters to Biihop Hoadley. 
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And doubtlefe Saul would have carried his<pe£nt, 
had not an infpirfed prophet withftood him. It 
IB likely Saul had fome ipecious pretences for his 
condud : he might flatter himfelf that theft 
fheep and oxen might be a large faring of the 
property of Ifrael ; and that to fave them to. do 
facrtfite to the Lord, was a laudable defign \ he 
did not pretend he had the leaft regard tofeif 
in the whole afiair, but was now prudently 
taking care that Jehovah's altar might be loaded 
with the richeft facrifices. But the prophet 
foon gave him to underftand, that obedience to 
divine appointments, fuch as depend entirely gb 
an exprefs command, is better in the fight of 
God than hecatombs of bleeding beaffcs, or 
clouds of fmoaking incenfe : For rebellion is at 
the Jin of witchcraft , and Jlubbornnefs is as iniquity 
and idolatry : 1 Sarm.xi. 25. 

When the children of Ifrael were returned 
from their captivity, they gathered themfelves 
to Ezra the fcribe, to be iriftruded in. their duty 
out of the law, " And they found . written in 
the law which the Lord had commanded by 
Mofes 9 that the children of Ifrael ihould dwell 
in booths in the feaft of the feventh month : 
Neh. viii. 14." This was a pofitwe in/iitution, 
and juftly claimed the obedience of all Ifrael. But 
notwithftanding this, it had not been kept in the 
inftituted way from the days of Jojkua, urtoLthe 
days of Nehemiah. Was the inftitution to 
blame for their neglect, or muft the blame faM 
on them ? On them, furely. But might not 
fome plaufible objections be made againft refor- 
mation ? What if fome had aflted the queftion, 
" If this be fo, why did none of the. learned 
.fetters find it out i Were not Samuel, Da«oid, So(- 
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m, Jehojbaphat, Afa r Jofmh and Hezekiah, all 
Ofd men ? and they did not keep this feaft in 
aths." What if others had faid, " We do not 
derftand the word booths in fuch a point o£ 
;ht : a booth means a fort of tent, the defign of 
inch is to fcreen us from the fcorching beams 
the fan, and defend us from the injuries of 
e weather ; and as our houfes anfwer thefe 
urpafes, we efteem it lawful for us to eat this 
aft in them/ 9 

Bat what would all thefe objections, and 
any more that might be made, avail in the 
ind of a man who was defirous for reforma- 
cm, and had. his eyes open to read in the law 
?the Lord.? " It was- found written in the law 
: the Lord ;" therefore it was a fufficient rear 
si for every one to engage in reformation, 
hofe heart was brought to love the law of his 
kxl. 

We profefs to take the word of God for % 
•rfeSr rule of faith andpra&ice ; if fo, we are 
Dt to follow the opinions of the beft of men, 
lough ever fo learned and* great, any further 
lan they follow Chrift, or walk according to 
is inftitutions. " To the law and the teftimo* 
y," this is ounonly guide in matters of religion, 
ad from hence we find, that baptiim is z.pqji- 
w injhtutionoi Chrift, left in his church for the 
mefit of his people ; concerning which wp 
in know nothing but from the revealed will of 
le great Lawgiver. Had the baptiim of utu- 
rlievers been intended, it would have been de~ 
ared : if it were either expfejfed or implied, the 
iq/iles muft have undcrftood it, and their prac- 
:e would have diicovered it ; of wVuc\\ itcftVox^ 
rtain has ever yet been made to appear . 
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If fprinkling had been the divinely appointed 
mode, it would be rational to exped to find it 
exemplified in fcripture ; and that inftead of 
their going to the water, that they brought the 
water to them. " It behoves us therefore, well 
to confider the rule which our Lord has given 
relating to this ordinance."* " Becaufe we can 
have no other dire&ion in thefe fort of duties, 
unlefs we have recourfe to mere invention, 
which makes them our own injlitutions, and 
not the inftitutions of him who firft appointed 
them."t 

Therefore we find, after the moft deliberate 
inquiry, that there is fuch a rial difference in : 
xmr fentiments and praftice, that what the Pa* 
dobaptijls believe and pra&ife for baptifm, is fo 
effentially different from Ghrift's appointment, '■ 
that in our opinion it cannot be baptifm. 

Then furely we muft be the moft inconfijlent 
fet of Chriftians in the world, to hold up the ne- 
cefiity of baptifm by our profejjion, and yet when 
we come to the Lord's table, pra£tically deny it, 
by receiving thofe to our communion whom wt 
do not hefitate to tell the world, we look upon as 
unbaptized perfons ; and fo for the fake of hold- 
ing fret communion, we muft " build again the 
things that we have deftroyed, and thereby make 
ourfelves tranfgreflbrs," for once renouncing 
them. 

But let us go on to fee, what fuch a pra&ice 
is built upon. 

. * Booth V Apol. p. 24. f B. Hoadley'i p. ac p. 3. 
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SECTION III. 

a t 

The Arguments for free Communion eonfidered— ethers 
offered in Vindication of the Clofe Communioni/ts. 

oHOULD all that has been obferved in the pre- 
ceding pages be afiented to, yet this queftion 
may be put : Cannot the Baptift churches com- 
municate with the Padobapti/is, where they obtain 
iatisfa&ion that they are Chriflians^ and are^;i- 
fere ? Let us. try the matter. The brother pro- 
poling to QQmmune informs the church to 
whom he applies, that he has reafon to fuppofe 
he was baptized in his infancy, and has never 
feen it to be his duty to be baptized fince. Did 
he but fee it to be duty, he would cordially 
comply with it ; but as he does not, defires to 
partake with them as he is. 

What can the church do ? Muft the man be 
debarred from doing his duty in one inftance, 
becaufe he cannot fee it in another ? Or will 
they drag him into the water 9 agaihfl the light of 
his own confeience ? Surely not the latter. 
Some reafons muft be given, or the man ought 
to be received. But what is the ground of his 
application ? Why, he is a Cbri/lian> and is fin- 
cere, and he is baptized to himfelf, or he confiders 
himfelf fo. 

■ 

That he is a Cbri/Han, the church may be fully 
fatisfed ; and that he may bejincere 9 they do not 
pretend to deny ; but fincerity is not the term of 
communion : but being conformed to the apof- 
tles* doftrine y and continuing fieadfaftly therein : 
Ads ii. 42. 
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If fincerity be. the term of communion, why might 
not Paul have been admitted when he was a 
member in good ftanding in the Jewi/h church } 
But it may be obfeSed that . he persecuted the 
faints of Jefos : it is true ; but who can challenge 
his fincerity from his own declaration ? J verily 
thimgbtTviih* myfelf'ibttt T ought i to do many thing 
contrary to the name of Jejttr of "Nazareth ■: Acfc 
xxvi. 9. And whatever we pra&ife that is noi 
according to the wiff bf Chiift, is contrary there 
to, although we be ever fo ilncere in doinff it; 
" May we not fupppfe thtit* feme ofaff de 
nominations are ^*ffrf,althfetrgh ; eirer fo errone 
otis ? But to iHuftratethe idea^ fftppofe one wh< 
had been* educated a Roman Catholic, fhbulc 
become a true convert, foas to fitisfy a judg 
ment of charity : he aflcs for communion at thi 
Lord's table, tmt at the fame time lets thi 
church know, that he could not, with a gooc 
confidence, receive the cup. Although he ha 
renounced the church of Rome, the mother o 
abominations, yethe- would not reje.ft any thinj 
that appears to him to be right, becaufe tha 
church held the fame j he now a&s honefUy 
according to the beft light he has. Would am 
Proteftant church commune with him ? Sureli 
if they mean to pira&ife free 'communion the] 
ought to. The man is allowed indeed to be ij 
an error, but. then it is of that kind that is callec 
■*■ non-ejfential, ' not fundamental, merely circumjian 
tial"^- u the ftrong ought to bear the infirvutk 
of the weak"~ life muft be received. 

At their next communion feafon, there come 
a difciple of George Fox, who denies* «ztv7ftr baptift 
in every mode, but he is convinced of on> 
error in his party, refpe&ing the f acred J upper 
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and is now defirous to teftify his obedience to 
this inftiiution. Free amimunion is too liberal in its 
fentiments to rejeft him ; his plea is fincerity, 
which no one has a right to fcraple, without 
falling under that fevere reproof, *< Who att 
thou that judgeft another man's fervant ' ? to his 
9wn mafter he Hands or falls/ 1 Neither of the 
foregoing inftances can be more ihconfiftent, 
than for a Baptijl church to commune with a 
Paedobaptift, wbilft they hold him to be unbap- 
tized. And the arguments that will vindicate 
the conduft of one, will ferve the fame purpofe 
for the other. l 

But it may be profitable here to have recourfe 
to the fcripture dodrine in this matter, and if 
that approves of fuch a line of conduft, we 
ought to drop the difpute ; if not, to contend 
earneftly for this article of the Chriftian faith. 

It muft be acknowledged, that there is a con- 
nexion between the two pofitive inilitutions 
of Chrift, and that one of them muft be prior to 
the other. For a man cannot partake of the 
Lord's fupper, and be baptized, at the fame 
time. 

It is reafonable to fyppofe, that thefe appoint- 
ment's, with regard to their order and connex- 
ion, depend as much on the fovereign will and 
pleafure of the Lawgiver, as the appointments 
themfelves. " Here then the queftion is, Has 
our fovereign Lord revealed his will, in regard 
to this matter ? To the law and to the tefHmo- 
ny." How readeft thou ? " To determine the 
query, we may firft confider the order of time 
in which the two pofitive inftitutions of the 
New Teftament were appointed : That baptifm 
was ax* ordinance of Cod ; that fubmiffion was 
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required, and that it was administered to mul- 
titudes before the facred fupper was heard of 
or had exiftence, sre undeniable fa&s."* John 
Baptift, the apoftles, and even the Son of God 
incarnate, all practically recommended baptifm, 
at a time when it would have been impious to 
have eaten bread and drank wine, as an ordi- 
nance of divine worfhip. Baptifm therefore 
had the priority in point of inftitution. 

Let us next confider the order of words in the 
great commiftion. When a rifen Saviour faid to 
his difciples, " all power is given me in heav- 
en and in earth ; go ye therefore and teach all na- 
tions* baptizing them in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoft ; teaching 
them to observe all things whatsoever i 

HAVE COMMANDED YOU l" Mat. XXVUL 18, 19, 

20. The firft article of the commiflion is, to 
teach, then— what ? To baptize, or to adminijler 
the Lor d\s fupper ? let every confcience judge. 

Let us next confider the apofiolic praftice. It 
is very evident the apoftles underftood our Lord 
in the fenfe for which we plead, and praftifed ac- 
cordingly. For when a number were " pricked 
in their heart, and cried, Men and brethren, 
what fhall we do ? Then Peter faid unto them, 
Repent, and" — what, break bread ? Nay, verily ; 
but V. be baptized every one of you/* The 
willing converts followed his dire&ion. " Then 
they that gladly received his word were bap- 
tized." 

The next ftep was, to join themfelves to the 
church, and afterwards they united in breaking 
of bread. This is apoftolic order, and cannot 

J ; ■;«.:■■ , " 

l 

• Booth's Apol. <jC 3ii v * 
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be denied, without oontncttQipg the cracks «f 
truth. 

When ChriftJia* thus revetlepi his win, for 
us to diipute it, is rebellion. . ft rather becomes 
us, with humility, to rfjyoice that he hath made 
the path of our </utyft> plain. 

If what has already been obferyed fiands con* 
fiftent with fcripture, a contrary practice cannot 
be proved from the word; unleis it be like a lead- 
en rule, that will apply to any thing. Then if this 
be the order in which the two gofpel inftitu- 
tions ftand, we fhall do well to confider, who 
hath given us a difpenfing power, tg fet afide 
one which claims a prior right on the convertfs 
obedience, for the fake or indulging him in 
another. 

Mofes had no right to alter a fingle pin in the 
tabernacle, but was admoniftied to make all things 
according, to the pattern fhown in the mount* 
And whofoever inverts . the order of Chrift's 
appointments, mull be confidered as dilating to 

INFINITE WISDOM. 

The next thing that I fhall confider is, the 
arguments drawn from St. Paul's words to the 
Romans : Receive ye one another as Hbrift.alfo bath 
receivedus : Rom. xi. 7. Hence our opponents 
argue, that fuch as God has received, we have 
reafon to fuppofe he communes with. We can- 
not, therefore, in the exercife of a Chriftian 
temper, refufe to receive them. But is this re- 
ceiving limited to communicating at the Lord's ta- 
ble ? Is there no other way for us to manifest 
our love to our brethren of other denomina- 
tions, but for us practically to give up what we 
confcientioufly believe to be the order oiGrtA'^ 
hoafe? Before we make fuch vi&STOa^BX*^ 

S>2 
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^*rili be projtelr to ih<fuire into thieapoftle's mean- 
ing : and inftead of giving my own thoughts 
ph the text, I chooft rather to tranfcribe a paf- 
iage from a Paedbbaptift writer,* quoted by Mr. 
Booth,! who, diffenting from what our oppo- 
nents infer^ obferves — " This difference is glar- 
ingly forced and wide, difcovering their igno- 
rance of the true meaning and defign of the 
text, who make it. The apoftle is not here 
fpeaking of admiifion to church memberfhip at 
all ; nor does he confider thofe to whom he 
writos in the precife light of the church univer- 
fal, bttt as members of a particular church or 
body, among whom there was fome difference 
of opinion about meats, &c. which was like to 
break their communing together, as is plain 
from the preceding chapter. The apoftle fets 
himfelf to prevent this, and to aecomplifh a 
reconciliation ? And after a number of healing 
things, he concludes with thefe words— Receive 
ye* one another ; that is, ye who are feints at 
Rome, who have agreed to walk together in 
the commandments and ordinances of the Lord 
Jefus ; ye who are profeffedly united in church 
communion, receive ye one another in love, as 
becometh faints united in one body for mutual 
begefit. Bear ye one another*s burdens : watch 
over and admonifh one another in love, not- 
withftanding fome difference in fentiments 
among you, as to the eating certain meats, ami 
regarding certain days j but let not that differ- 
ence make any breach in your communion to* 
gether as a church of Chrift. But let theftrong 
bear with thofe that are weak j and the weak 

* Smith's Ooropend. Ace. of the form and order of the church, p» 
XCfc ijq. f Apology, p. 8j. 
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not be offended with the liberty of the ftrong. 
Judge not one another uncharitably ; but let 
brotherly love continue. This is precifely the 
apoftle's meaning, as will appear to thofe who 
look impartially into the connexion of his argu- 
ment, and by no means ferves the purpofe for 
which the objeftors bring it." There is ah 
-eflential difference between their eating or not 
eating meats in the apoftolic times, and our be- 
ing baptized or not baptized, prior to commun- 
ion at the Lord's . table. The latter being a 
folemn institution of divine worlhip : but can 
this be afferted of the former ? Surely it muft be 
ftraining things beyond bounds, to fet thefe ob- 
folete, antiquated rites in contrail with a gofpel 
inftitution. 

Another argument made ufe of in favour of 
free communion is, that if they are God's children, 
be communes with them ; and if fo, it would 
be fuperftition for any to refufe to come to the 
iacred table with them. But it is not what 
God can or does do, but his revealed will, that 
is the rule of our duty. Many have left the 
word of God out of a partial regard to the 
characters of great and good men. But it may 
be remembered, that when the Lord fent the 
prophet from Judah to cry againft the altar at 
Bethel, that he was forbid to eat bread or drink 
water, in that place. For a time he kept clofe 
to the word of the Lord, and profpered. But 
after he waS gone, an old prophet purfued after 
him, and finally prevailed with him to return. 
Had he appeared as an open enemy, it is not like- 
ly the prophet would have heard to him ; but 
this is the way in which he prevailed with him, 
by telling him—/ alfo am a prophet / and that an 
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angel fptke unto me to bring thee back. But though 
a prophet, or an angel from heaven had fpoken 
unto him, he had no warrant to leave the word 
of God ; and for hisdiibbedience was fooniflam 
of a lion.* 

Another argument made ufe of by thofe who 
plead for open communion is, that we can join in 
prayer, either in our families or in public, with 
Paedobaptifts, or can hear them preach occa- 
fionally, and yet, after all, cannot come to the 
Lord's table with them. It is true, and perhaps 
fome caufe can be fhewn for our conduct 
We efteem it not only lawful, but to be our m» 
difpenfable duty, to manifeft our love to all that 
Jove the Lord, in every way that is not incon- 
fiftent with a revelation of the divine will in 
: ibme other refpe&s. 

I prefume it will be a given point, that cir- 
cumcifion was abfolutely neceffary for every 
male, in order to partake at the pafchal fupper ; 
this was not the effeft of any bigoted notion 
in the Ifraelites, but <by a pofitive command 
of Jehovah : Exod. xii. 48. Had Enoch, who 
walked with God as a faint, and who, as a 
prophet, foretold the coming of Chrift to judg- 
ment j or Noah, who was an heir of the r\gkteouf- 
nefs ^ faith, as well as a preacher of it ; or 
Melchifidek, that Ulmftrious type of the great 
Mefliah ; had thefe been contemporary with Mo- 
ies, and foiourners in the f%me wilderness, they 
could not have been admitted to communion in 
the IfraeHtifh church, without iubmkting to 
drcumeifion. . Yet had Enoch been in the camp 
of Ifrael when Korah and tits* company mutinied, 
and had been dtfpofed to have given "the reb- 



# See tfab acco\Ai, i &4»ss ixuu 
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els a ledure on the fecond coming of Chrift, 
I cannot fuppofe his offered fervice would have 
been reje&ed by Mofes 9 merely becaufe he was 
not circumcifed. Had Noah been prefent when 
the tabernacle was erefted, and had been dif- 
pofed to have given the people a fermon on 
the future incarnation of the Son of God, and 
the righteoufnefs of faith , of which that facred 
ftru&ure had a typical regard, I cannot but 
think they would have given him a hearing ; 
and yet the pofitive law of Jehovah would 
have forbidden their partaking at the pafchal 
feaft. 

Our Lord, though he warned his hearers 
againft the pride and hypocrify, the unbelief 
and covetoufnefs of the Pharifees and Scribes, 
yet exhorted the people to regard the truths 
they delivered : Mat. xxiii. 1, 2, 3. Yet 
would any affert that our Lord would have 
admitted thefe ecclefiaftics to communion in 
fpecial ordinances ? When the beloved difci- 
pie faid, " Matter, we favv one calling out 
devils in thy name, and we forbid him, be- 
caufe he followed riot with us :" Jefus anfwer- 
ed, " Forbid, him not ; for he that is not 
againft us, is for us :" Luke ix. 49, 50. From 
hence it appears, that we ought to encourage 
thofe who are fighting againft the common 
enemy, and are propagating the common truth, 
although we cannot commune in fpecial ordi- 
nances together. 

Another argument which has been addreffed 
with confideratfle effeft, to the feelings and paf- 
fions of Chriftians, is, the confequences that 
will follow upon clofe communion, \. e. XJaaxAl 
Chriftians cannot communicate toget\\et\w\2&* 
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world, Jiow can they exped to enjoy fello 1 
Ihip together in heaven. 

This is fomething very frightful indeec 
that there miift be two ' heavens ' for fepara 
fptrits ! 

But this may be ahfwered by attending 
a few things. Who would dare to anath 
jnatize all thofe who deny the ufe of boi 
ordinances ? Or, who will venture to fay, th 
among the different kindreds, tongues ar 
tribes, who will appear in that liltiftrioi 
throng, at the deciiive hour, there will 1 
none who never faw nor pra&ifed the facn 
ordinances in any form ? Or, who will affin 
that none who are excommunicated perfo: 
will ever be admitted into heaven ? 

And yet upon gofpel principles, it wou 
be unlawful to commune with them whi 
fuch. 

But thefe objections muft appear of i 
weight to the candid. For where is there 
church of any denomination that there is n< 
fuch difference of opinion in fome thini 
among them, as at iome times to prochu 
trials, and at others, fliarp contentions ? Ar 
yet may we not fuppofe that one .heaven w 
hold them all after death ? Yes ; death, tl 
great leveller , will put an end to our par 
difputes, and bring the dull of contendir 
Christians to reft in fweet agreement in tl 
grave ! equally fo will the fiery trial, whi< 
mall burn up all the bay, wood and Jiubble fro 
the foul, bring the fpirits of all good men \ 
dwell in a date of uninterrupted felicity. 

The laft thing that I fhall confider, which 
brought as a plea for open communion, is, th 
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the fcripture account of baptifnr is left in fuch 
darknels and ambiguity, both as to the fubje&s 
and mode* that nothing certain can be deter- 
mined* Thterefore it calls for our charity to- 
wards thofe who. differ from us- It may be re- 
membered, .that when the talents were com- 
mitted to the fervants to occupy, the two that 
improved made no complaints ; the other had 
a bard matter, an aujlere man ; a great many 
difficulties flood in the way of duty. That the 
baptifm of infants is not made plain, we {hall 
not deny : but, that believers were baptized, is 
as plain as words can make it ; and lhines 
through the New Teftament as if written with 
i fun-beam. If fprinkling be the mode intended 
in the New Teftament, we muft concede, to the 
proportion that is not made plain. It would 
feem like an ambiguous affair indeed, to relate, 
that both the adminijlrator and the perfon bap- 
tizsdy went down into the water , and came up out of 
[% it again, when all that was to be done, was only 
to mrinkle a- little water in the face. Yea, to 
read in the volume- of infpiration that multi- 
tudes were baptized in the river Jordan ; and 
that they were baptized in Ehon, becaufe there was 
much water there 9 when a few bafons of water 
would have ferved the purpofe equally well* 
This would feem indeed to be fo dark, that com- 
manfenfe muft have been at a* lofs, how to have 
reconciled this ancient account with modern prac* 
tice 9 had it not been that fome gentlemen of 
great invention, have lent their friendly . aid, 
and caft peculiar light upon the fubjeft. They 
have informed the world, that the large quanti- 
ty of water was. neceffary for the ute- of the 
camels and affes the people rocfe upon*- ; whereas 
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the only thing that the fcriptures bring into 
view, is the conveniency of baptizing. That the 
Padobaptijls confider it as not made plain in 
fcripture ; or, that it is left to be pra&ifed in- 
differently, as circumftances may require, is 
abundantly evident from their conduit ; for 
many of them adminifter bath ways ; fometimes 
in the meeting-houfe, and then in a river. What 
flrange amphibious Chriftians ! 

If the Greek verb baptizo has not been rightly 
explained, we have no reafon to fuppofe it ever 
will be. 

And this evidence we find in our favour from 
the various expofitors upon it, that all the Bap- 
t.ifts agree, that the word in its firft or primary 
fenfe, fignifies to dip or plunge*, and only in ? 
fecoridary and consequential fenfe, to wajh,* 
Many of the Paedobaptifts allow the firft fenfe 
of the word to be the fame as we do :f and if 
others deny it, yet ftill the evidence ftands in 
our favour ; for none would give it up againft 
themfelves, if they were not obliged in juftice 
to do it. A number of ancient, learned expofi- 
tors upon the Greek allow this fenfe«{ The mat- 
ter is out of difpute in our minds ; and we re- 
ally think, that the combination of words and 
circumjlances recorded in the New Teftameot, 
have made it as plain as' any others could, fo 
that " he may run that readeth." So plain 
that " no wayfaring man, though a fool, needs 
err therein." Yet many who have been educat- 

* Dodfcor Gill's anfwer to Mr. Diebtnibn, p. 90. 

f See the learned Henry, on Rom. vi. 4. Alfo quoted by Mr. 
Fofter, Dr. Doddridge, Mr. Burkitt, Dr. MacJaine, Dr. Wall, and Mr. 
Poole. 

\ Scapula, Schrevelius, Budaeus, Calvin, Bcza, Cafaubon, Orotios, 
&& quoted with their words by Dr. Gill. 
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ed in the theory tff the Chriftiari religion, from 
their early days, excufe themfehres from this 
duty, becaufe they cannot fee it. But it is fo 
plain that an Ethiopian Eunuch, who, but a few 
minutes before, did not underftand what be read, 
was fbon inftrii&ed in the weighty concerns of 
his foul, and believed in the truth with all his 
heart ; which immediately led him to come 
down from his chariot, and go down into the 
water* Surely the Christian who boafts fuperior 
Advantages above an Ethiopian, muft Hand ad- 
monifhed by this example. If Ananias of Da- 
mafcus, was to meet fuch an indifferent brother, 
would he not addrefs him itf*ms admonifhing 
language, " Why tarrieft thou ? Arife and be 
baptized. Would not the ready obedience of 
the jailor, who " arofe the fame hour of the 
night, and was baptized, he and all his ftraight- 
Way," reprove fuch a delaying brother ? 

Could not Lydia leave the river Jide, where 
the Lord firft opened her heart, before flie gave 
proof of her faith, by fubmitting to this ordi- 
nance ? Then let the doubting lift their eyes and 
fee what a cloud of witnefles we are furrounded 
with, and lay afide every weight, and run the 
felf-denying race ; and fee that they do not 
make void the commandments of God, through 
their tradition. 

Having thus gone through with what I pro- 
pofed, I mail clofe the whole by a brief addrefs 
ta the Baptift Churches. 

Bear Brethren* 

It was at the requeft of a number of you that 
1 attempted to write ; and if I fhould fail of 
anfwering your expe&rtkras, yet fttillYvarc* \X& 
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teftimony of my confcience, to the reftitude of 
my intention ; and my inability you will tender- 
ly impeach. You will find a great difference in 
thofe who objeft againft our order, with regard 
to clofe communion. Some, no doubt, are to be 
confidered in the light of thofe we meet with, 
Ezra iv. 2, who requefted of thofe Jewifih fa^ 
thers, to build with them ; their plea was, 4< We 
feek your God as ye do ; and we do facrifice to 
him fince the day of Efar-haddon, king of Af- 
fur." Thefe were not admitted, for they were 
enemies, and only fought to overthrow thofe 
who were buildijag. 

But you wilMbeet with others, who* joying ■ 
and beholding your order, would gladly take 
privileges with you ; who ftand high in your- 
efteem as friends to the caufe of truth ; thefe 
demand the tendered expreffions of ypur love* 
Yet it is never-to be exprefled in a way contrary • 
to God's revealed will. Therefore, if our pro- 
feflion be confiftent with the word of truths let 
our practice be fo too. Let thofe who open 
their doors for free communion confider, wheth- 
er they do not give more liberty than the fcrip- 
tures do, by fitting, down at the holy table 
with thofe whom they look upon as unbaptized* 
They will do well to fearch for a precedent for 
their conduct in the word of God. I am per- 
fuaded, if they were to afk the Chriftian world 
in general, they would readily join with the 
apoftle and fay, " We have no fuch cuftom, nor 
the churches of God" that were before us, as to 
receive unbaptized perfons to communicate 
with us. 

Let thofe who praftife according to their pro- 
fefton, never be ajhamed of x\ifc crof* <tf Chrvft \ 
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remember that it is enough that the difciph 
i his Lord, and the fervent be as his matter, 
lember the apoftle's words to the Theffaloni- 
.** Now we command you, in the name of 
Lord Jefus Chrift, that ye withdraw your- 
js from every brother that walketh difor- 
y, and not after the tradition which he re* 
ed of us :" 2 Theff. iii. 6. It may be your 
r to withdraw from them that you confider 
ot conformed to the tradition of the apof- 
; fo far, as not to partake together at the 
i's table. 

•ut I ihall dofe with the words of the belov- 
?md to the Corinthians : " Now I befeech 
, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jefus 
ift, that ye all fpeak the fame thing, and 
: there be no divisions among you ; but that 
be perfeftly joined together in the fame 
d, and in the lame judgment :" 1 Cor. i. 10. 
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BRIEF VINDICATION, &c* 



S E C T I O N I. 

Preliminary Obfervations on the Subjeff in Dijpute. 

REVEREND SIR, 

YOUR Friendly Letter, which was publifhed in 
December, 1791,1 could not obtain until feveral months 
after 5 and have not the pleafure of acknowledging 
your politenefs in fending me a copy \ although from 
an apology offered by your generous brothers, I am in- 
clined to hope it was not a defigned omiflion* 

In my other Piece I obferved, « that it was not the 
love of controverfy which induced me to write." I 
have the happinefs ftill to believe, that this is not my 
greateft motive. And had your arguments proved our 
fentiments and pra&ice refpefting communion, to be un- 
fcriptural, or inconftflent with that brotherly affection 
which the gofpel requires, I ftiould indeed * have been 
a gainer by the controverfy/ and would have acknowl- 
edged myfelf indebted to you for the inftruftion. But 
after I had carefully examined your arguments, I did 
not find the evidence fufficient to prpduce convi&ion : 
therefore, am obliged in JSncerity to abide by my former 
opinion. 

Were the difpute between us to be confidered mere- 
ly perfonal, and unconnefted with the uitersfts ol w- 

* Thb Pm man Ml be confidered as a Reply to the ttm*tYfc o* ^ 
Xtr. AW fTortjhr, A. B. in his friendly Letter to th* AuOmw. 
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ligion, I fhould not think myfelf called upon to 
attempt a reply. But fince the honour of Chrift as 
Head of the church, and Law-giver in his own king- 
dom, and the peace and tranquillity of two denomina- 
tions of Chriftians are in fome meafure involved in this 
difpute, it appears to me of importance that the ground 
of the controverfy fhould be fully afcertained. And as 
you have endeavoured to lay the blame wholly to- our 
denomination, I fhall moft cheerfully come forward, 
with a vindication of myfelf and brethren. 

In purfuing my prefent defign, I (hall be led tore* 
mark upon feveral things, which are offered to confid- 
cration in your Friendly Letter. In doing of which, I 
hope to be governed by a fpirit of candour and Chrit 
tian love } and can allure you, that nothing would give 
me more fonfible reget, than to mifconceive, or mifrep- 
icient your meaning. In fome inftances I could have 
wifhed that you had been more explicit, which would 
have relieved me from the fear of miftaking you. 

It will not be expe&ed, that I fhould follow you. ia 
the exaft order in which you have treated the fubjeft $. 
nor that I fhould reply to all that you have written. 
Some of your obfervations are agreeable to my views } 
and fome of them appear to be unconne&ed with the 
fubjeft in difpute. To avoid prolixity, I fhall omit 
many things which might with propriety be urged in, 
the prefent controverfy. 

You have obferved, that with feme degree of care 
you had perufed the pamphlet which I had written : if 
fti 9 you muft have obferved our main objection* to free 
communion con (id efTentially, in two things \ viz. 1. That 
baptifm is a divinely appointed pre-requifite to com-* 
munion at the Lord's table. 2. That immerfion upon 
a profeflion of faith is effential to gofpel baptifm. The 
firft of thefe I take for granted you have given up : for 
you obferve, (p. 9.) c The queflion is not, whether 
baptifm in fome mode be an effential qualification / you 
alio add, (p. IS.) « I do not deny that baptifm was 
prior to coming to the Lord's table in the apoftolick 
pra&ice. I fuppofe it was : and I alfo iiippofe their ex- 
ample to be worthy of imitation in like circunaftances.' 
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Thus, Sir, he who is unbaptized, however amiable his 
character may appear, is ejfentially difqualified in your 
efteem. In this particular we feem to be agreed, that 
baptifm in fame mode is effential to a due qualification- for 
the Lord's table. And I believe this to be the general 
fenfe of the two denominations. The other objection 
remains yet to be considered j which may be divided into 
two queftions : i. e. Who are the proper fubjeEts of bap- 
tifm ? And, what is the appointed mode ? I ha've faid in 
my other Piece, that we confider <c profeffed believers 
as the only proper fubjecls of baptifm 5" and " that im- 
mersion is not a mere circumftance y or mode of baptifm, 
but eflential to the ordinance." I have not obfervcd in 
your Letter that you have difproved thefe fentiments ; 
but what yon have faid in this refpeft (hall be attended 
to in its place. For the prefent we fhall only fay, that 
you have raifed a huge hod of fuppofitiom and cctifequen- 
ces, and brought them all againft our fentiments, as if 
you were determined to frighten us out of our alle- 
giance to the great Law-giver ; but we may fay as 
Saint Paul in another cafe, None of thefe things move us. 

If I have rightly comprehended your reafoning in 
favour of free communion, the moft material arguments 
ire the following. ]. * That the effence of baptifm 
does not confift rn any one particular mode whatever/ 
(p. 10.) 2. If it fhould finally appear, that you had 
milled the divine appointment, yet, as < godly fwccrity 
is the very soul and essence of conformity to Chrift/ 
you are therefore * as well accepted in the fight of God, 
as though your outward conduct had been according to 
the appointed mode.' (p. 19, 21.) 3. 'Suppofing that 
the Paedobaptifts are really in an error, if Chrift does 
not view the error as fo eflential but that he will com* 
mune with them, why cannofyou commune with thofe 
at the table, with whom God communes V (p. 28, 29.) 

Thefe appear to be the main pillars on which your 
fuperftru&ure is built ; and fhall each of them be par- 
ticularly considered. Having thus ftated the conftitu-> 
ent parts of the difpute, we are now prepared to attend* 
to each particular* 
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SECTRON II. 

Profeffed Believers the only appointed Subjefts of Baptifm. 

IN your third part you obferve, « The queftion to 
be difputed is fummarily this : Whether, for a perfon 
to be baptized by immerfion, after believing, be an ef- 
fential term of communion at the Lord's table ?* Of 
this queftion you inform your readers that I < take the 
affirmative fide/ But, my dear fir, you have not ftated 
the queftion right : that fe, if you mean to have me take 
the affirmative. Nor will your quotations from me flip* 
port fuch a ftatement. The paffages quoted, and from 
which you make the miftake, are in thefe words ; that 
" baptifm is to be adminiftered only in one mode, and 
to one kind of fubje&s " That " profeffed believers 
are the only proper fubjefts of baptifm." I fuppofe the 
difference to be eafily difcemed. I faid « profeffed 
believers," you fay " to be baptized after believing." 
The former fuppofes that a perfon may fatisfy a judg- 
ment of charity, and yet be a hypocrite : the latter, 
that he is infallibly a believer. I conclude, that a perfon 
may te baptized according to Chrift's inftitution, and 
yet be a hypocrite ; but he cannot be baptized inftitu- 
tionally, without a profeffion of faith. We are obliged 
by the gofpel rule to require a profeffion ; but we are 
not obliged to know the ftneerity of the perfon who 
makes it. 

Now, Sir, to fome the queftion may appear to be the 
fame ; but it is evident that there is a very fpecific dif- 
ference *, and, from the wrong manner in which you 
have ftated it, you have £one on to draw falfe conclu- 
sions, and to crowd a train of difagreeable confequences 
upon our fentiments, which will appear of no force, 
when the queftion is rightly confidered. 

You inform your readers, (p. 12) that we fuppofe, 
u not only that immerfion is efTential to the ordinance 
of baptifm, but that none are proper fubjefts of it but 
yifible believers." From this you draw the following 
inference : < If none are proper fubje&s but Yifible be* 
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lievers, none are proper fubje&s but real believers.' 
Ton illuftrate it as follows : ( For although a perfon's 
outwardly appearing to be a proper fubjeft, may give 
him a right in the fight of men, it does not in the fight 
of God/ 

You will permit me here to inquire, whether you 
have any other method to judge of the ' real piety? the 
• godly jtncerity? or the proper qualifications of perfons 
far fpecial ordinances, but what is vifible, or in the 
fight of men ? If you have, it is a prerogative which we 
do not claim. I think, Sir, the inference grants, that 
they have a right in the fight of men ; and although 
God may know them to be hypocrites, as he is not plea- 
fed to interpofe and make the matter vifible, who will 
dare to challenge their right, and forbid their proceed- 
ing? 

That this obfervation may appear in its proper light, 
we will bring the matter upon trial ; and, if you pleafe, 
we will borrow an example from the New Teftament 
to illuftrate it by. In the eighth chapter of the A&s, 
we have an account of Philip's vifiting and preaching 
the gofpel in Samaria, and of the happy effe&s which 
followed. That a people who had long been be- 
witched, were now reduced to reafon and religion, 
which was the occafion of great joy in that city ; and it 
is faid, €( when they believed Philip preaching the 
things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name 
of Jefus Chrift, they were baptized, both men and 
women" It is alfo added, that Simon believed ; that is, 
he appeared to Philip and others to believe : for we cannot 
fuppofe from the account afterwards given of him, that 
j he was a real believer , though at this time there was 
I nothing appeared to the contrary. Now, what was 
j Philip's duty in the prefent cafe ? It is evident that he 
required, as a pre-requijite in his candidates, that they 
j believe nuvth all the heart ; as appears from another cir- 
cumftance recorded in the fame chapter. And although 
Simon appeared to him to be a true believer, yet, in the 
fight of God, he was nothing but a hypocrite. 

It is abundantly evident, that Philip required the 
fame qualifications, in order to baptifm, that the 
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ified member for church fellowfliip and communion i 
or whether he is to be baptized again ? I do not wifli 
to anticipate your anfwer ; but as it is a difficulty of 
your own propofing, I think it reafonable to give you 
the labouring oar ; and whatever way you are pleafed 
to decide in this cafe, will undoubtedly relieve us under 
fimtlar circumftances. 

Upon the whole, does it not appear evident to every 
candid reader, that we require no jpore, nor any other 
qualifications in our candidates for baptifm, than what 
were required in the apoftolick age ? They required 
their candidates to believe with all the heart ; we require 
no more. Therefore, whatever confequences are /airly 
deducible from our principles in this point, the fame 
are equally chargeable upon theirs. 

Agreeably to the foregoing obfervations are the fenti- 
ments of many Psedobaptift writers. I will here 
cite the words of one. " It is manifeft (faith he) 
tfcat Philip's principles were, to baptize none but 
what, had faving grace, and believed with all their 
hearts." Alfo, " It is manifeft that the apoftles did not 
intend to baptize any adult perfons, except they had 
knowledge or fatisfaclion that they had the feed of 
grace fown in their hearts. Witnefs the inftance of 
Philip's baptizing the eunuch ; again, for proof, Peter*! 
baptizing Cornelius, and thofe Gentiles that believed, 
after they had received the Holy Ghoft, as well as 
the believing Jews : So alfo the inftance of the jailer'* 
family. Not to multiply inftances, it is well known, or 
may be well known, that faith is always fpoken of in 
the word of God before baptifm \ and we all agree that 
baptifm is to be adminiftered to a perfon before the 
Lord's fupper."* If this be a juft ftatement of fafts, 
that neither Philip nor the apoftles meant to baptize 
any adults, but thofe who believed with all the heart *, 
and that it is well known that faith is always fpoken of 
in the word of God before baptizing ; furely the Bap- 
tifts cannot be reafonably blamed, for endeavouring to 
imitate apoftolick praftice. 

• Ffotliingham'i Right to the Lord'* Stipptf, p. 6j, 66. 
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From the preceding remarks, you may probably fee 
wherein you have miftaken the matter, in charging 
our fentiments with error refpecling the qualifications 
of candidates for baptifm. You feem to fuppofe, that 
becaufe we require them to be vifible believers, that we 
are obliged to know that they are real believers ; This 
is evidently implied in your objection, * That if none 
are proper fubjects but vifible believers, none are proper 
fubjects but real believers.' That every man who pro- 
feffes religion ought to be what he profefTes, no one 
will deny j but, that we are obliged to know them to 
be fincere, I have never jet conceived. Were we, for 
fear of the confequences, to refufe to adminiftcr either 
the ordinance of baptifm, or the Lord's fupper, until 
we abfolutely knew who were fincere > I believe we 
(hould admiuifter no more until the end of time. 

But, (hould we allow all the confequences which you 
have fuppofed to be true, (which will by no means be 
granted) and (hould we then fuppofe again, that fome 
imagination, more fertile than yours, might fugged 
twice as many more, what then ? Are we to mutilate 
or lay afide a pofitive inftitution, for fear of confequen- 
ces which are very unlikely ever to take place ? Is our 
obedience to be meafured by our own conveniency, or 
to be withheld becaufe of fome fuppofed difficulties ? 
Surely not. 

Pofitive inftitutions require our implicit obedience to 
the fovereign will of Him who inftituted them, without 
affigning any reafons for their fitnefs, or making a pro- 
vifo in cafe of fuppofed difficulties. They are well dif- 
tinguiflied from moral precepts, by a late learned writer. 
His words are as follow : " Moral precepts, are precepts 
the reafon of which we fee ; pofitive precepts, are pre- 
cepts the reafon of which we do not fee. Moral du- 
ties arife out of the nature of the cafe itfelf, prior to ex- 
ternal command ; pofitive duties do not arife out of the 
nature of the cafe, but from external command \ nor 
would they be duties at all, were it not for fuch com- 
mand, received from Him whofe creatures and fubjedh 
we are.''* Our obligations to precepts of this kind, 

* Bull op Butler's Analogy of Religion, p. 17^ 
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to be confident upon your fentiments, as we are upon 
ours. The ftrongeft terms you have quoted from me 
?.re, " That none are proper fubje£b of baptifm but 
frofejfed believers" We have juft heard, that there is 
:t no other baptifm adminiftered in your churches* but 
the baptifm of believers :" nor will it relieve the mat- 
ter for any to fay that it is added, <c or thofe who are 
accounted fuch upon their perfonal profeffion." This 
is all that we contend for as anfwering the rule : for 
we do not pretend abfolutely to know, that thofe whom 
we baptize are real believers^ only we account them fuch 
.upon their perfonal profeffion. Nor can it be confider- 
ed as an exception, what is further added, That they 
are believers " in the 'repute of the church :" for no 
church could confidently repute a perfon to be a be- 
liever, without rational evidence that he was fuch. But 
the laft expreflion feems to carry the matter to a de- 
gree of certainty ; That they are believers in " God's 
gracious acceptation :" for although perfons may pro- 
ieky and churches may account them to be believers ; 
yet certainly God, as he cannot be deceived, will not 
accept any as fuch, but thofe who are fo in reality. 

We will next take notice of that very fcriptural ac- 
count given by Dr. Hopkins. When defer ibing the 
fubje&s of baptifm, he f.iys, " The proper fubjefts of 
baptifm, if adult, are thofe who, by profeffion and 
•appearance, are believers in Chrift and true friends to 
hi in. None Irat they who are really fuch, do in heart 
put on Chrift : They muft therefore be really holy, in 
order to put on this vifibm y and profeffion of it, with 
propriety and truth, which they do in baptifm : for tf 
they be not really fuch, they are utterly unqualified in 
the fight of God, to be admitted to baptifm, as it is, on 
their part, only a piece of hypocrify. Therefore none 
are to be admitted to this ordinance, but thofe who, ia 
the view of the church, appear to be true friends to 
Chrift or believers in him, and really holy, and are juftly 
confidered by them as fuchj who can judge only by 
outward appearance, and cannot ctttainly know the 
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" That none bat fuck, who are thus vifibly, and 211 
the charitable judgment of the church, and of thofe 
who adminifter this ordinance, believers in Chrift and 
really holy, are the proper fubjefts of this ordinance, 
and to be admitted to baptifm, is abundantly evident from 
fcripture, as well as from the nature of the tranfaction, 
and the reafon of things. The apoftles, when they 
firft began to adminifter Chriftian baptifm, and form a 
church, baptized none but fuch who gladly received the 
word. When the eunuch deftred to be baptized, Philip 
faid, If thou believeft with all thine heart, thou mayeft. 
This implies that he was not qualified for baptifm, or a # 
fit fubjecl of that ordinance, unlefs he were a true be- 
liever in Chrift : and that he could not baptize him, 
unlefs he profeffed and appeared to be fuch a believer. 
Hence all who were baptized, and formed into churches, 
were considered and addrefied by the apoftles, in their 
letters to them, as faints or holy perfons, believers in 
Chrift, and friends to him ; as thofe who were faved, 
and heirs of eternal life ; or, which is the fame, as real 
Chriftians ; of which every one muft be fenfible, who 
reads the Acts of the apoftles, and their epiftles."* 
Thefe are words fitly fpoken, and are like apples of gold, in 
piclures offilver. 

If indeed it be evident from fcripture, and in the 
charitable judgment of the church, " That none but 
fach, who are thus vifibly believers in Chrift and really 
holy are the proper fubjects of this ordinance, and to be 
admitted to baptifm," as has juft been aflerted ; and, 
that the apoftles, when they firft began to adminifter 
Chriftian baptifm, and form a church, baptized none 
but fuch who gladly received the word, we can but wonder 
that a body of Chriftians who profefs to take the Word 
of God, a3 their only rule of faith and practice, (hould 
blame us for fo nearly imitating thofe firft builders of 
the Chriftian church ! For had the gentleman but now 
quoted, been giving a narrative of the fentiments and 
practice of the Baptift churches at the prefent day, he 
could not have given an account diffimWar, W\X.Yio\jXc.oyv- 
XT*di£ting /bberfaft. If it ihould be objected to vfl&ax 

* Syltem of Divinity, Pan II. Chap. y. ?. 305^ y>^ 
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has now been faid, that the preceding is only an account 
of the true qualifications of adults, it will be readily 
granted, and at the fame time aflerted, that the Bible 
knows but of one kind of qualifications in candidates for 
baptifm ; it knows nothing of higher and lower, of pofi- 
tive and negative qualifications. 

cc Neither the forerunner, nor the apoftles of Chrift 
have faid any thing on which fuch a diftinltion can be 
founded ; as they infifted on repentance and faith as 
neceflary in order to acceptance with God, and remif- 
fion of fins, fo they infifted upon the profejfion of them, 
in order to their being admitted into the vj/ible king- 
dom or church of Chrift. They baptized none, but 
upon this ground. Thofe who appeared, to a judgment 
of charity, to have thefe qualifications, they admitted to 
baptifm, and thofe only." (i In a word, from the whole 
tenor of the New Teftament, it is plain, that nothing 
lefs or lower than a profeffion of faith and true repent- 
ance was required in order to a perfon's enjoying the 
privilege of baptifm? 9 And « the diftinttion of higher 
and lower qualifications for the two ordinances, and the 
notion of negative evidences being a fufficient qualifica- 
tion for baptifm, was never learnt from the New Tefta- 
ment, but is, doubtlefs, of human invention."* 

Evidence of this kind might be multiplied, but it is 
hoped that what has been offered will give full fatisfac- 
tion. We hope we (hall not be thought obftinate if 
we fliould ftill fay, That we think the fcripture abund- 
antly juftifies the obfervation, That prof effed believers are 
the only proper fubjects of baptifm. If you fhould repeat 
your former query, « Whether that is any evidence that 
infants were not alfo baptized ?' you will not think the 
requcft unreafonable, if we fliould call on you to make 
out fcripture proof, that ever one infant was baptized, by 
Chrift or his apoftles. Should you affert it without 
proof, it will be thought a fufficient anfwer to deny it 
without. 

We fhould now be prepared, in a direct way, to treat 
upon the Mode of baptifm, were it not for an objection 
you have made againft St. John's baptifm, which it may 
be neceflary firft to confider. 

* Dr. Robbings Reply to Mr. Cotton's Tfl^jv^ t>,1. 
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SECTION III. 

Whether JohnV Baptifm belonged to the Jcivijb or Chrif- 
tian Difpenfation, particularly coxfidcrtd. 

YOU afle (p. 10) «By what authority do you 
make immerfion effential to the ordinance of baptifm, 
in contradiftin&ion to other modes and circumstances ?* 
Ianfwer, By the authority of God's *uord> and the con- 
fefied meaning of the Greek verb (bitptizo,) to baptize. 

Yoa have endeavoured to evade part of the Scripture 
evidence in favour of immerfion, by fuggeftlng that the 
baptifm administered by John was not Chrijlian bap- 
tifm. Your objections are the following. You fay, 
• We have no reafon to fuppofe that John baptized in 
allrefpelh agreeably to the Chriftian mode of baptifm :' 
But why not ? Becaufe, € it is pretty evident, that he 
did not baptize in the name of the Trinity.' But fup- 
pofe, Sir, he had baptized in the name of SLadmch, 
Mejbacb) and Abednego, it would afford no argument in 
favour of a different mode, or any reafon to fuppofe that 
the atl of baptizing was not the fame. John and the 
apoftles baptized among the fame people ; hence it is 
moft likely they underftood the word in the fame ienie. 
In fupport of your observation, you mention the inftance 
in the nineteenth chapter of Acts. From which you 
infer, that the twelve difciples would certainly have 
heard of the Holy Ghoft, and would not have been 
again baptized, had John's baptifm and the Chriftian in- 
stitution been the fame. 

It appears evident that the queftion did not refpeft 
the ordinary influences, or name of the Holy Ghoft : for, 
they could not be believers without the former, nor 
John's difciples without having heard of the latter. 
John exprefsly declared, at the time of his baptizing, 
That One fhoukl come after him mightier than he, who 
fhould baptize with the Holy Ghost a«:-d far. This 
was the fubject of Paul's inquiry, and iud reference 
only to the miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit, the be- 
ftowment of which they had not yet heard. But, you 
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afk, ( Why were thefe difciples again baptized V I fliatf 
not undertake to tell why, nor do I believe that they 
were. I fee nothing in the reading which requires this 
conftru&ion : for the paffage before us appears not to 
be Luke's account of Paul, but Paul's account of John's 
doctrine and baptifm. For it is written, Then f aid Paul) 
John verily baptized with the baptifm of repentance, faying 
unto the people, that they Jhould believe on him who fbould 
come after him, that is, on Chrifl Jefus. When they beard 
this, (that is, the people whom John taught) they were 
baptized (by John) in the name of the Lord Jefus. This 
concludes Paul's account of John. The hiftorian then- 
takes notice of Paul's conduct, that when. he had laid his 
hands upon them, the Holy Ghofl came on them ; and they 
fpake with tongues, and prcpheftcd* 

You feem to think that thefe difciples were re-bap- 
tized by Paul in the Chriftian mode ; but did you ob- 
ferve, Sir, that the Holy Ghofl is not mentioned in the 
form of adminiftration here recorded ? It is only faidj 
They were baptized in the name of the Lord Jefus. 

That the reader may not confider us to be partial in 
the explanation now given, I would obferve that 
many eminent Pacdobapiifts have underftood it in the 
fame light which we do. I (hall mention but two or 
three, as fuificient to my prefent purpofe. Dr. Rob- 
bins, when {peaking of John's baptifm, has the follow- 
ing remark upon this paffage ; " When they heard 
this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord 
Jesus ; that is, they were baptized by John himfelf."* 

In perfeft agreement with this are the fentiments of 
Mr. Poole. " When they heard this, they were baptized 
in the name of the Lord Jtfus ; that is, the difciples, or 
thofe that John preached to, who, when they heard 
what the Baptift faid in the foregoing verfe, were bap- 
tized." « As for Paul's impofing his hands upon them 
who are faid to be baptized, it might very well be : 
That the twelve difciples might have been baptized by 
John, and now receive the Holy Ghoft in thefe extra- 
ordinary gifts by the laying on of the hands of St. 
Paul : For to what end fhould thefe difciples, who had 

* Rtply to Cotcon's EflnyF.p. %\. 
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been baptized with St. John's baptifm, be again bap- 
tized by Paul ?" He further adds, « It is evident that 
the apoftles themfelves were only baptized with the 
baptifm of John, for there were none elfe to baptize 
them."* 

As in the mouth of two or three witnefles every 
word lhall be eftablifhed, I will only add the opinion of 
Calvin. Speaking of thefe twelve difciples, he faith, 
« Whereas therefore they anfwer that they know not 
whether there be any Holy Ghoft, it is to be under- 
ftood as if they had faid, they have not yet heard 
whether the graces of the Spirit, of which Paul aiked 
them, were given to the difciples of Chrift. But I 
grant that that was the true baptifm of John's, and all 
one and the felf-fame with the baptifm of Chrift ; but' 
I deny that they were baptized again." And in anoth- 
er place he faith, " Whereby alio it is made moft cer- 
tain, that the miniftry of John was altogether the fame 
which was afterwards committed to the apoftles. For 
die different hands wherewith it was adminiftered, make 
not the baptifm different ; but, the fame do&rine fhow- 
eth if to be the fame baptifm. John and the apoftles 
agree in one do&rine ; both baptized into repentance, 
both into the forgiven efs of fins, both into the name of 

Chrift."t 

Should it ftill be infilled upon, that they were re- 
baptized by Paul, it will by no means help your argu- 
ment, unlefs proved, that they were fprinklcd, or had 
water poured on them, inftead of being immerfed. To 
allow that they were re-baptized, will ftill be in our fa- 
vour, and vindicate our conduft in baptizing thofe who 
have not been baptized according to the Chriftian 
mode. 

In concluding your remarks upon this head, you fay, 
* John's baptifm was both begun and ended under the. 
Jewiih difpenfatioji.' But, may I not inquire by what 
authority you aflert this ? Was there any thing in the 
manner of John's miniftry, which refembled a Jewifh 

* ViA Pol. in loc 
f Inffcitnt, Chrift. Rolig* Lib. IV. Chap, xy.$ 18, ?. 
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pricjt P Or was there any thing in the Jewifh ritual I 
required Jolin to baptize repenting finners in J or da 
If fo, you will oblige us in making it appear. 

If John's baptifm. belonged to the Jewifh difpei 
tion, why were the chief priefts and elders fo furprlfi 
ly ignorant of it, that when Chrift afked them, Whet! 
it vrerefrom heaven or .of men, they faid, We cannot tell 
You will pleafe to obferve, that the perfons to wh 
Chrift put this queftion, were not the ignorant mu 
tude, but the chief priefis and elders > and it had parti 
lar reference to the authority by which John baptize 
which, if received. from them, they mud certainly h 

• known it, and it would have been much to their adv 
tage in this pinching cafe to have owned it. 

But, Sir, when you fay, ( John's miniftry was un 
the Jewifh difpenfation,' you evidently mean, that 
belonged to it. If fo, he muft have been inaugura 
according to their ritual, or otherwife be confidered 
an impoitor. But do the facred pages any where te; 
us to believe, that t John ever paffed under thofe ca 

. crating ceremonies, or was ever clad with a prieftly vi 
xncnt ? Or, do you confider him only as a prophet 
that difpenfation ? If John belonged to the Old Te: 
ment difpenfation, why did not the tranflators pi 
him with the Jewifh prophets ? By finding him in 
New, the c ignorant and inattentive' will be apt to f 
pofe he belongs to this difpenfation. 

But, is it not abundantly evident, that the Jewifh d 
gy confidered John as introducing a new difpenfatio 
That this was the cafe, and that the matter mav ft; 
in a fair light, let us confider what is written, Joh 
19 — 25. The Jews fent priefts and Levites from Jer, 
lem to afk him y (John) Who art thou ? And he ccnftj 
and denied not ,• but confejfed, I am not the Chrift. j 
they afked him. What then ? Art thou Elias ? And he fc 
I am not.\ Art thou that prophet ? (or a prophet ?) - 

* Matt xxi. 2$. 

t It may be obferved, that the Jews were thought to hawc imV 
the Pythagorean philofophy, which taught thedo&rine of tranfm 
tion ; therefore, when they afked John whether he was Elias, ' 
meaning was this, whether the foul of Elias were not now cor 
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he anfwered, No* Then /aid they unto him, Who art thou ? 
He f aid, lam the voice'of one crying in the wider nefs, make 
firaight the nuay of the Lord, as faith the prophet Efaias. 
And they afked him, Why baptize/1 thou then, if thou be not 
that Chrift, nor Elias, neither that prophet ? 

Thefe inquiries, made by the Jewiih clergy reflecting 
John's baptifm, abundantly manifeft two things : 1. That 
they were totally ignorant of John's being a minifter of 
their difpenfation. 2. That they expelled, when either 
Elias or Chrift came, they would introduce a new date 
of things. 

Now as John had come baptizing with water, in a 
way different from all the requirements of the ceremo- 
nial law, and by an authority unknown to them, they 
reafonably concluded that he muft be one or the other of 
thofe perfons they were looking for. 

I with to add two paflages of fcripture, as fully con- 
firming the above observations. The firft is Luke xvi. 
16. The law and the prophets were until John : ftnee that 
time the kingdom of God is preached and every man prejfeth 
into it. This observation made by Chrift, cannot rea- 
fonably be referred to John's birth or death ; but evi- 
dently refpe&s the beginning of his miniftry : for then 
he began to preach the kingdom of God, and to pro* 
claim the advent of the Saviour ; and men in multi- 
tudes flocked to this new difpenfation, called the king- 
dom of God. The other paflage is, Mark i. I — 4. 
The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ the 
Zw of God : As it is written in the prophets, Behold, I fend 
my meffenger before thy face, which Jhall prepare thy way 
before thee. The voice of one crying in the wildernefs, Pre- 
pare ye the way of the Lord, make his paths firaight, John 
did baptize in the wildernefs, and preach the baptifm of re- 
pentance for the remiffion offns. 

Thus, Sir, the Evangelift here calls John's miniftry 
The beginning of the gofpel of J ef us Chrift. But you in- 
form your readers, that it was under, or belonged to 
the Jewiih difpenfation. It will now be left to the im- 

anothcr body ? To which John anfwered no. But Chrift told Ji»s 
<Hr<-iplc% that EUat had alrt^dy come, no* in the Jewiih, but in a true 

li 
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pnrtial to judge, whether, for the fake of fupporting 
a particular hypothecs, you have not erred from the 
truth. And although you conclude that every ' candid 
inquirer' mud view the matter in the fame light which 
you do, it is very poffible that fome who are entitled to 
that character, may differ from you. 

But, Sir, you have left your readers ftill under one 
difficulty refpe&ing the matter. As you deny that 
Johns mini/lry belonged to the Chrifiian difpenfation, 
you have not informed them when that begun. From 
the analogy of your reafoning, we muft fuppofe you be- 
gin it at the death of Chrift. 

You will now permit me to inquire, whether the 
baptifm adminiilered by the apo flics of Chrift before 
his death was Jewi'li b?ptifm ? Or, which difpenfation 
it belonged to ? Or, whether to neither ? It is faid, 
John iii. 22 — 21, After thefe things came J ejus and his 
difciples into the land cf Judta ; and there he tarried with 
them, and baptized* And John alfo was baptizing in Etum % 
near to Sa/im s becaufc there was much water there : For 
John was net yet cajl into prifon. The Pharifees alfo 
heard that Jcfus made and baptized m:re dijciples tlxsn 
John, (though Jcfus hi mf elf baptized not, but his difcipleu) 
This baptifm was cotemporary with John's, and un- 
doubtedly under the fame difpeniation. 

But will Chriftians in general be willing to allow, 
that both Jefus and John were minifters of the legal dif- 
penfation ? And that the ordinances inftituted, and ad- 
mini I be red by them, belonged to that difpenfation ? I 
faid ordinances ; for, if baptifm is to be confidered in 
this light, undoubtedly the facred Supper is to be view- 
ed upon the fame footing j for, this was inftituted and 
adminifrered by Chrift before his death, and never in- 
ftituted by him afterwards. 

As Chrift was the fame divine per fon before his death, 
that he was after he arofe, it was by his appointment 
and authority, that his difciples were fent to teach and 
baptize. They did not receive their commiffion from 
the chief priefts, but from Jefus. And John's preach- 
ing and baptifm were as independent of the Jewifli dif- 
penf?t/ion as that of the difciples of Chrift, 
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" He authority by which John the Baptift acted, both 

in preaching and baptizing, is exprefsiy declared by the 

Evangelift John, chap. i. verfe 6. There was a manfent 

jrpm God y whtfe name was John, The fame came for a 

witnefr, &c. What St. Paul fa id of his commiffion to 

preach, with a little variation may^ be faid of John's : 

For he neither received it of man , neither was he taught it t 

bit by the revelation of Jtfus Chrift. Neither went he up 

to*ferufakm % to them which were in the pritjl's office before 

Km ;* but he went into the wildernefs of Judea, and 

entered upon the work he was appointed unto, by him 

who fent him to baptize with water. j- 

The Jewifh rulers knew nothing of John's baptifm as 
belonging to their difpenfation ; you know nothing cf 
its belonging to the Chriftian ; and perhaps it might 
puzzle you both, to determine whether it was from 
heaven or of men ! 

Upon the whole, if the baptifm adminiftered by John, 
as the beginning of the gofpel of Jefus Chrift ^ and that 
which was adminiflered by the difciples of Chrift, by 
His authority, and in his prefence, were not Chrjlian 
hptifmy we know of none which is deferving of the 
name. 

I have been more particular upon this point, becaufe 
modern writers lay fo much ftrefs upon it. But it re- 
ally appears, that to confider John's miniftry as a part 
of the Jewifh difpenfation, is both unfcriptural, and 
prejudicial to the caufe of religion. 

Finally, fhould it ever be fuppofed, that there could 
be a diftin&ion made between the baptifm of John 
and the Chriftian inftitution, refpedling the form of 
words ufed in the adminiftrationj it would by no means 
affedt the cafe before us- For you will pleafe to re- 
member that the difpute is not about the form of words ; 
but the acl of baptizing. Hence if Mahomet had writ- 
ten his Koran in Greek, and had ordered his difciples to 
be baptized in his name ; and had ex pre fled the a£t by 
the fame Greek verb by which Chriftian baptifm is ex- 
tfrefled j fhould we not reafonably conclude that they 

baptized in the fame mode which Chriftians did, not- 

» 

* Gal I I J, ij. -J. John i. aj. 
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withftanding the difference of faith and names into whi 
they were baptized ? Let candour judge, and I v 
abide the decifion. 

Therefore, until you, or fome other perfon, A 
prove that John's miniftry belonged to the Jewifh c 
penfation, we (hall confide in the judgment of the Ev: 
gelift ? that it was the beginning of the go/pel difpenfati 
And confequently the manner of John's baptizing ir 
be confidently urged to eftabliih the mode of Chrift 
baptifm. 



SECTION IV. 

The Mode of Baptifm, and its Connexion with the Sub) 
in Dijpute, particularly conjidered. 

JjAPTISM, like man in his primeval ftate, wl 
it firft came out of the hand of its in ft it u tor, was pu 
But it has been bafely contaminated, and perverted fr< 
its original defign, to very different purpofes. It is 
longer dependent on original inftitution ; but can 
come all things to all men, as circumftances may requi 
It is evident, Sir, that you and I differ, both in op 
ion and prattice, refpe&ing the mode of baptifm. I h 
ventured to fay in my other Piece, that " baptifm is 
be adminiftered only in one mode," and that " imm 
fion is efiential to the ordinance." You have gii 
it as your opinion, (p. 10) c That the ejfence of bapt 
does not confift in any one particular mode whateve 
and that c it may be acceptably performed either 
fprinhlingy by pouring on water, or by immajion? In 
following page you add, c It may be fcrupled whet! 
you, or any other man, can afcertain precifely the aj 
tolic mode of baptifm.' If this be indeed the c; 
then we may undoubtedly do as the children of Ifi 
did when they had no king, every man what is right, 
his own eyes* 
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But, whether the fubjeft be involved in fo much un- 
certainty as you fuggeft, is worthy of ferious inquiry* 
We cannot fuppofe you to be confident with regard to 
your own mode, nor that you will attempt to prove it 
to be apoftolic ; unlefs you mean to emphafize the 
adverb ' precifely, 9 and Include in it all thofe trival cir- 
cumftances you have mentioned (p. 10.) : Such a$» 
whether c the fubje&s were put into the water backward 
or forward, or what length of time they kept them 
under water, or at what time they called the name of 
the Trinity over them,' &c. But fuppoiing it fhould be 
difficult to determine upon fome of the circumstances 
you have mentioned, and we fliould poffibly miftake 
one or more of them, would any reafonable perfon con- 
dude, that fuch an omiifion would affect the validity of 
the ordinance, as much as to change it from imrnerfon 
to fpr inkling ? 

But, Sir, you fay the * effence of baptifm does not con- 
fift in any one particular mode whatever.' What you 
mean by ( effence' without, or independent of mode, or 
of any particular mode, appears unintelligible. For, 
if the effence of baptifm can exift without the injUtuud 
mode, it can undoubtedly in any mode, or without any. 
But by what chymical art you extract the effence of bap- 
tifm from the mode, you have not yet told us. We can- 
not fuppofe by effence, that you mean the holy defies or 
gracious difpofttions of the fubjedb of baptifm ; for, from 
the infant condition of the greater part of thofe whom 
you baptize, it is prefumed there can be no evidence 
of their being pofleffed of fuch holy tempers. If by 
the effence of baptifm, you mean ihcfrm of words ufed 
in the administration of it, then undoubtedly that mull 
be confidered valid where the due form of words is 
ufed, although water be wholly left out ; which if we 
may credit hiftory, has been the cafe in feveral in- 
fiances 

In the dark ages of fuperftition, when new-born in- 
fants dying tm baptized were doomed to eternal death, a 
friefi was obliged to attend at the call of a midwife ; 
aatl fometimes, when the infant was likely immediate* 

H2 
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ly to expire, they not having water prepared, made < 
of wine.* 

An inftance is mentioned by Nicephorus, a Grc 
hiftorian of the 14th century, of " a certain Jew, wl 
performing a journey in company with Chriftians, a 
being fuddenly feized with a dangerous illnefs, e 
neftly defiied baptifm at the hands of his fellow tra\ 
lers. They not having a prieft in their company, s 
being deftitute of water, were at fir ft reluctant ; but 
conjuring them not to deny him the favour, they yi* 
ed to his requeffc- On which, taking off his clotr. 
they fprinkled him thrice with /and, inftead of wat< 
adding that they Baptized him in the name of the Fail 
and fo on."f The fame author informs us, both fr 
Deylingius and Seckendorf, that a little before 
reformation, there were, in Upper Saxony, and in fo 
other places, thofe who taught and praclifed bapti: 
upon fickly new-born infants, with only ufing the b 
tifmal form of words, without the application of w%i 
in any form whatever ! " To baptize, by fprinklin 
few drops of water ; to baptize, by fprinkling of J 
without any water •, to baptize, by merely pronounc 
ik form of words ; what an improvement upon the in 
tution of Chrift I" J 

« In the twelfth century, a council in Ireland orda 
ed, that children lhould be baptized in pure water 
trine immerfion *, but, as a hiftory of fac~ta cannot 
collected from mere laws, it may be obferved, t 
fome of the Irilh baptized by plunging their cl 
dren into milky and were fuperftitious enough to im 
ine, that every part fo plunged became invulnerable 

I might go on to multiply inftances of this kind, 
the preceding are fuf&cient to fhow the abfurdity 
placing the ejfence of baptifm in a mere form of words* 

Although we would not attempt, or even wi(h to < 
tate to our Psedobaptift brethren with regard to tl 
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* Robinlba't Hiftory •£ Baptifa, p. 44%. -q 

f Apud Ccntur. Magdeburg. Cent. ii. c. vi. p. 8a, i^ Bg 
Pado. Ixmu. p. 144. ^S 

t Ibid. p. 145. "* 

S Godolphin'i Repettorium, in Robkfon't Hiftory, 
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practice ; yet we claim it as a privilege, to judge for our- 
felves what is eflential. Chriftians in different periods 
have bad their different opinions of it. Tertullian in 
the beginning of the third century, and Agrrppinus, and 
Cyprian after him, with many more, rebaptized thofe 
who came to them, not merely becaufe they had been 
baptized by heretics, (as they were pleafed to call 
them) but becaufe they lacked what they confidered 
effential to the ordinance : for they " confidered the 
probity and good faith of the perfon baptized the very 
effence of baptifin \ and if a profeflbr of Chriftianity 
were an unholy man, they adjudged his baptifin like 
his profeflion, vain and invalid, and himfelf not a weak 
believer of Chriftianity, but a mere unprincipled pa- 
gan."* 

The Cottncil of Nice, in the 4th century, feemed to 
confider the effence of baptifin as confiding in the form 
•f words ufed in the admmiftration ; and accordingly 
directed, that fuch as came to them from the Paulianifts, 
both men and women, ihould be re-baptized, becaufe 
the ordinance had not been adminiftered in the name 
of the Trinity : while they admitted the Novatians 
with only laying on of hands. 

The Bohemians confidered the ejfence of baptifin as 
CGufifting in the virtue or competency of the adminiftra- 
tor \ and confequentiy re-baptized thofe who had every 
other requifite of baptifm, only a corrupt adminiftrator. 

The Greeks place the ejfence of baptifm in dipping in 
water ; and had a perfon been fprinkled ever fo decent- 
ly in any period of life, they would not therefore think 
him baptized •, becaufe, in their opinion, to baptize is 
ID dip, and nothing elfe.f 

The Saptift churches in America, and thofe of Great 
Britain, Poland, Lithuania, Tranfylvania, and many 
more, all hold that immerfion in water, and a perfonal 
profefiion of faith and repentance, are effential to bap- 
tifm. 

But, Sir, whatever you are pleafed to confider as ef- 
fential to baptifm, that being omitted, would undoubt- 

• Ibid 46 1. 
t Vide ReHnfoji'j HiAory of Baptifin, p. 463, Aft V 
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edly invalidate the ordinance in your view , at lead 
this is the cafe with us. And why we fhould think 
fome circum ftances effential to baptifm which you do 
not, will more fully appear in the fequel. 

Many writers on your fide of the queftion, have en- 
deavoured to prove Chriftian baptifm to have had its 
origin in the waihing of Jewifh profelytes \ which may 
reasonably be confidered as a Jew'ifhjable, unknown in 
the ritual of Mofes, or any part of the Old Teftament. 
A pra£tice not to be found in the writings of Jofephus 
and Philo, thofe two great hiftorians, but is principally 
taken from writers of a much later date, and particular- 
ly from the Yad Chazaka of Maimonides.* 

It is worthy of obfervation, that the Paedobaptift 
writers in thU controverfy, rarely, if ever, mention the 
baptifm admiriiftcred by John, unlefs in fome negative 
fcnie, or to anfwer fome arguments drawn from it 
againft ilvSv; fentiments. But the wafhing of Jewifh 
profelytes i> f:e~L-.er,tly mentioned, as an indifpu table 
auxiliary to infant baptifm, by many noted writers on 
that fide.f 

A queftion 'sere naturally fuggefts itfelf to the mind \ 
Why do Piedobaptifts go back to Jewiih tradition, or 
forward to the death of the Saviour, in order to afcer- 
tain the origin of gofpel baptifm, and cautioufly omit 
the firft accounts given of it in the i'acred hiftory ? 
Perhaps the mod natural anfwer is, becaufe that ap- 
pears incongruous with their pra&ice. It will require 
a large ftock of art and ingenuity, to perfuade a candid 
inquirer that John baptized any befide adults y or admin- 
iirered the ordinance in any other way than by immer* 
Jton. The particular places which he chofe for the 
conveniency of baptizing muft afford a ftrong argu- 
ment in favour of immerfion ; nor can there be a very 
rational account given of his conduit upon any other 
footing. Had John adminiftered in the prefent popu~ 

* A celebrated Jewifh writer, who was the head of a famous 
fchool in Egypt, in the beginning of the twelfth century. t' • 

t Dr. Lightfoot, Dr. Wall, Dr. Lathrop of Weft Springfield, awl--* 
others ; but fcrupled by the learned Dr. fienfon, aad pofitively denied ' '! 
bj others. 
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lar mode, I prefume a fingle cafe of water would have 
been fufficient for all he ever baptized ! — and in what- 
ever place people had lived, there could have been no 
want of water fufficient to baptize. 

In order to evade the force of this argument, many 

things have been faid. One time we are told, that 

Jordan was fo (hallow that there was not a fufficient 

depth of water to immerfe, or bury a perfon in ; again, 

that the large quantity of water was neceffary, for the 

people and their beafts to drink 5 again, when John 

baptized in Enon becaufe there was much water there, we 

are told that (udatta polla* J many waters, means many 

little fprings, not fufficient to immerfe in* Now as to 

the firft of thefe, no perfon who is acquainted with that 

ancient geographical account drawn by the pen of infpi- 

ration, can poffibly believe it. If any are at a lofs, let 

them obferve, that it was only fordable at particular 

places, as appears by Ehud, Gideon and the Gileadite* 

taking thofe paffages.f And alfo David's eroding it 

with his family in a ferry-boat.J As to the fecond ob- 

fervation, if there was much water, it was neceflary to 

a fopply the multitudes that came to John's baptifm, 

for drink for themfetves, and their horfes and camels $"$ 

if John's preaching had been fuch, that it had broken 

up the city of Jerufalem, and collected all the people 

from the region round about, and they had all gathered 

to him in one day, yet ftill it would not be true, that 

they needed a river half as large as Jordan to have fup- 

plied them all with drink ; unlefs they had drank like 

like Job's behemoth !\\ I do not remember ever to have 

heard, that when any large gathering of people has 

been propofed, either for a military review, or for the 

facred purpofe of an ordination, that they have once 

mentioned the propriety of having it near fome large 

river or fountain of water, in order to accommodate the 

people and their horfes for drink •, and yet it is highly 

probable, that upon fome fuch occafion, there have been 

as many together as ever at one time collected round 

the ancient Baptiji. 

* John ui. 13- f Judges iii. 18. ?ii. 24. xii. 6. \X ^m.-ut* 
IS — x3. § Chrk's defence of infant baptifin, p. 436. ^ }cfci i\. %y 
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• The foft appears to be this, that John's miniitry con-* 
tinued for a confiderable time, and that the people from 
time to time went out to hear him, and often, we may 
fuppofe he had crowded aflemblies. It is faid he 
preached in the wilder nefs of Judea, but he baptized in. 
Jordan. 

_- Having thus mentioned the places chofen by John, 
we (hall next take notice of the place where Philip bap- 
tized the Eunuch, which you fuppofe to be a matter of 
necefllty rather than choice \ be that as it may, the ac- 
count informs us, — they came unto a certain water / fup- 
pofed by fome to be a fountain in a town called 
Bethfora, or a river called Eleutherus, which in that 
road muft be pafied over.* 

Jerom defcribes the town of Bethforon, and men- 
tions the fountain in it, in which he faith, " the A&s 
of the apoftles relate, that the Eunuch of queen Candace 
was baptized here by Philip.f 

: Bore hard us is of opinion, that it was " Nehel Efcol, 
that is, The brook of the clufter> from whence the fpies 
carried the grapes. To the left of this valley, for the 
fpace of a mile, runs a river, in which Philip baptised 
the Eunuch of queen Candace, not far from Sice- 
lech "$ 

Thus we have traced John and his candidates, and 
Philip and the Eunuch, to the water fide ; we are now 
prepared to confitler the confequent action. It is faid 
of John, that the people who went out to him, wen 
baptized of him IN Jordan. — And Jtfus, when he was bap* 
tized, went up Jiraightway OUT OF THE WATER.J It is 
added by Mark — And it came to pafs in thefe days, that 
Jt'jus came from Galilee, at id was baptized of John IN 
Jordan, andflraightw&y COMING UP OUT OF THE WATER. 
It is faid of Philip and the Eunuch, they went down both 
INTO THE water, foth Philip and the Eunuch ; and he 
baptized him ,• and when they were come up out of tht water % 
he went on his way rejoicing. 

• Poole's Contin. in loc. 
f De loc is Hebraicis, fo\. $9.6. 
f Dcicript. terra San&. c. 9. m'Dt.O'^'SxiNafc, 
§ M.itt. iii. 6. 16. Mark V. 9. 
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Now, Sir, can any perfon compare thefe accounts 
for a moment, and not fee the manifeft agreement in 
the afliott of John and Philip. Let the rite be per- 
formed in what mode foever, it is evident it was the 
fame in the people whom John baptized, and in the 
jSaviour, and in the Eunuch. You obferve in this laft 
inftance, there is * no account of any particular mode 
whatever.' I muft take th'e liberty here again to diiTent 
from you ; for, I conclude it is a very particular ac- 
count at the mode of plunging. Were you to be in- 
formed by a perfon of your acquaintance, that he faw a 
minifter who was a ftranger to him, go down into the 
water with a candidate, and that he baptized him, and 
that they came up out of the water, I am perfuaded, 
without hefitation, you would conclude that they were 
Baptifts 5 and the account here given would decide the 
point in your mind, and perhaps in any other perfon's, 
in what mode the ordinance was adminifteretL Again, 
if inftead of faying they went down both into the water, 
it had been faid that the candidate afcended, or was 
carried up the pulpit flairs, (which is now the cuftom 
in many places) it would afford a ftrong prcfumption in 
favour of affufion. 

You obferve the infhmceabovemcntioned is the only 
one, ' recorded in fcripture, of going to a river, pond, 
pool, or brook, to baptize with Chriftian baptifm.'- Sir, 
you will pleafe alfo to obferve, that this is the only in- 
ftance recorded, after the death of the Saviour, in which 
- the aB of baptizing is defcribed \ and here it evidently 
defcribes immerfion. 

But you fay, < If we admit, according to our tranfla- 
tion, that they both of them went down into the 
water, this is no evidence that either of them were 
plunged all under water. You will not fuppofe, that 
this text is a proof that Philip went all under water. 
But why not ? If going into the water proves immerfion, 
it proves that both were immerfed ; for they went down 
both into the water.' To fome of your readers, this 
criticifm does not appear in the moft logical light ; for 
no perfon ever fuppofed s that for Philip ar\A Ave^vxwwOa. 
^ to go into the water up to the knees or loins vioviJui^ 
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to immerfe either ; but when they had got into the 
water f there was evidently fomething done to one, that 
was not done to the other ; i. e. Philip baptized or immer- 
fed the Eunuch \ but he did not baptize Philip. Therefore, 
for the fake of immeriing the Eunuch, they went both 
into the water, as that could not be confidently per- 
formed without. In this light their going into the mooter 
will appear rational ; but in every other view, totally 
incontinent. Had the object been only to fprinhle the 
Eunuch, this could have been performed at the water 
fide, without going down into it > yea, probably it 
might have been done decently in the chariot ; for it 
is moil: reafonable to fuppofe, that a perfon of his difc 
tinction and equipage would not travel that defert coun- 
try, without fome veflels to obtain and convey water, 
when he came to it ; unlefs he meant to ferve himfelf 
in the. way that Gideon's men did. . 

Upon the whole, does it not appear to be the moft 
eafy and natural conftruclion of the pafTage, to fuppofe 
the baptifm of the Eunuch to be an immerfion ? I might 
here, if neceffary, produce a cloud of witneffes from 
Paedobaptift expo fit or s, full to my purpofe ; but I omit 
them for the prefent. And although I would not ad- 
drefs you in that full ftrain of affurance, which the great 
apoftie did king Agrippa, yet I may modeftly inquire, 
JJelieveft thou not thefe things thjfelf f yea, 1 doubt not hit 
thou beliewfl* 

You take notice of this as a iingle inftance, in which 
Chriftian baptifm has the appearance of immerfion. 
But, Sir, would you think it reafonable, that in every 
inftance where it is {aid that perfons were baptized, 
that all the circumftances relating to the aft y ihould be 
particularly defcribed ? Surely you could nqt. Yott 
might as reafonably fuppofe, that where circumctfion k 
mentioned, and the aft not formally defcribed, that it 
was performed upon a different part, or in a different 
way from what the inftiiiuion pointed out, as, that bap- 
tifm was r.dminiftered in a different mode from the fpeci- 
mcns given of it. 

It may be profitable here to reflect upon the fubjeel a 
moment, and put a few circumftaxvee* vo^xkst^vilxUii 
may afivnl fome light in the piefeitt. cafe. 
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When John, that bright morning ftar, appeared, to 
give knowledge of falvation, he came to prepare the 
way, and proclaim the approach of the Sun of right- 
eoufnefs. In order to this, he came preaching repent- 
ance for the remiffion of fins, and baptizing with (or 
in*) water. The manner in which John baptized is fo 
particularly defcribed, that very few Chriftians, of any 
denomination, have doubted its being by immerfion. 
This was the beginning of the inftitution ; therefore it 
was proper to defcribe it. The act was performed in 
Jordan. But, as the Baptift had informed the people, 
that there would one come after him mightier than he, 
who fhould baptize with the Holy Ghoft and fire i 
therefore, to avoid the danger of a miftake which might 
pofiibly be made from this, in fuppofing that Chrift, 
when he came, would introduce a different mode of bap- 
tifm from what John practifed, we are exprefsly told, 
not only that he was baptized by John, but that it was 
adminiftered in the fame way to him, as to the people- 
He, alfo, was baptized in Jordan , and came up Jlraightway 
wt of it* 

After Jefus had pafied in triumph through the dark 
domains of death, he came to his difciples vetted with 
all power in heaven and earth, and, enlarging their 
commiflion, fent them to preach to Gentiles, as well 
as Jews \ with an exprefs command, to baptize in the 
name of the triune God. Now, left we fhould look for 
fame alteration in the mode of baptifm, it is again ex- 
emplified, and here we fee it to be the fame as before \ 
Philip and the candidate go down into the water, he 
is baptized, and they come up again out of it. Thus 
we fee the baptifm adminiftered by John, in the be- 
ginning of the Chriftian difpenfation, before Chrift be- 
gan his perfonal miniftry \ and that adminiftered to 
Chrift himfelf \ and that adminiftered after he gave 
the great commiffion, as to the mode, were uniformly 
the fame* 

From this, we think it rational to conclude, that 
thofc inftances of baptifm mentioned in tUe Hsv ^^K* 

* The prepoStioo en might perhaps be better renditft& ut % *%ifc">s 
Jilttt. xii. 41. and many other places. 
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tament, where the act is not defcribed, were performed 
in the fame manner as thefe were, of which an account 
is given. 

Incompetent as this evidence may appear to you, we 
think it a fuificient anfwer to your qucStion, wherein 
you aik, by what authority we make immerfion effential 
to baptifm, &c. I would alfo alTure you, that whenever 
you will make out as much proof from fcripture for 
fprinkiingy as being an inftituted mode of baptifm, as 
has now been produced in favour of immerftw, I will 
lay down my pen, and forever drop the difpute. 

Although what has been offered may be confidered 
as ample proof of the queftion in difpute, yet being 
defiious of giving you full fatisfaclion, I fliall proceed 
t\> lay before you one confederation more, which ap- 
pears to us of considerable weight in the pr^fent cafe; 
and that is, the native Signification of the Greek verb 
(baptizi) to baptize, which we fuppofe neceSTurily requires 
dipping. We are fully fenfibie, at the fame time, that 
this lenie has been controverted by many men of emi- 
nent abilities; notwithstanding, we think the evidence 
greatly preponderates in our favour. Nor fliall we 
think i: a diiHcult talk to prove the fenfe for which we 
plead, from Predobaptifts themfelves ; and that too, 
from fome as learned and judicious as any, whofe names 
adorn the biographical page. This kind of evidence I 
conclude you can have no reafonahle objection to, be- 
caufc you cannot fufpeel them of any delign againft 
themfelves, nor will they make any conceflions to fenti- 
ments which they oppofe, further than truth obliges 
them to ; therefore, I may fay of their evidence in the 
pre fen t cafe, as David did of Goliath's fword, there is 
nom like it. 

I may have occafion hereafter to mention fome wri- 
ters of a much earlier date, but I ihall here begin with 
Luther. In his translation of the New Teftament, h c 
has rendered the Greek word to baptize by the Gel"- 
man taufen ; and in his works he hath exprefsly de- 
clared, that the baptifmal verb taufen, Signifies to iin^ 
n.erfe, or to plunge into the water.* Thus Matt. iii. J • 

* Op. De b«p. in RobinfOB** Hift, Bap, p. 442. 
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Zuder zeit lam Johannes der taujfer : — In thofe days 
came John the dipper. To this we may add the tefti- 
niony of the Genevan oracle, Calvin, who fays, " The 
word baptixe iignifies to dip \ and it is certain that the 
manner of dipping was ufed of the ancient church."* 
Shall I add to this, the teftimony of that celebrated 
profeflor of divinity, "Witflus ? " It cannot be denied 
(faith he) that the native fignification of the word bapte'm 
and baptizein, is, to plunge, to dip."f Full to the fame 
point are alfo the words of Vitringa — " The acl of bap- 
tizing is the immerflon of believers in water. This 
exprefTes' the force of the word. Thus alfo it was per- 
formed by Chrift and his apoftles."J 

If you pleafe, we will now look at the ancient Hel- 
vetia confefnon, firft written in the year 1536, by or 
under the direction of Bucer, ten years before the death 
of Luther, and afterwards publiflbed again by the paf- 
tors of Zurich, in 156G ; in which we have, the follow- 
ing unequivocal declaration : " Baptifm was infiituted 
and confecrated by God, and the firft that baptized was 
John, who dipped Christ in the water in Jordan ; 
from him it came to the apoftles, who alio did baptize 
with water." 

The confeffion of Saxony, written by Melancchon, 
in the year 1551, perfectly agrees with the above: I 
will now tranferibe it. « Baptifm is an entire action, 
to wit, a dipping, and the pronouncing of thefe words, 
/ baptize thee in the name of the Father" and fo -or-.i] 
Thefe two Lift are not to be confldered merely as the 
teftimony of two men, o: two particular churches, but 
as including a number of churches in two large diftricls. 
As Dr. Collins was juftly efteemed a learned and 
critical expofitor, you will perhaps be willing to hear 
his opinion in the prefent cafe. " A great part (faith 
he) of thofe who went out to hear John were baptized, 
that is, dipped in Jordan." " To be baptized is to be 
dipped in water j metaphorically, to be plunged in afilic- 

* Inftitut. Chrift. Relijj. 1. iv. c. xv. § zy. 
f CEconorn. Focd. 1. iv. c. xvi. § 13. 

I Aphorirni San&. Theolog. Aphorif. S3 4. in Booth. 

II Harmony of Coufcilions, p. 395, 404. 
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tions : I am, faith Chrift, to be overwhelmed with fu 
ferings and afHiclions."* To this we may add the te 
timony of Mr. Daniel Rogers : " None (faith he) < 
old were wont to be fprinkled ; and I confefs myfe 
unconvinced by demonftratioil from fcripture for infai 
i'prinkling. It ought to be the church's part to clea^ 
to the inftitution, which is dipping ; and he betrays th 
church, whbfe officer he is, to a diforderly error, if h 
cleave not to the inftitution, which is to dip. That th 
minifter is to dip in water as the meeteft act, the wot 
bapl'vza notes it. For the Greeks wanted not oth< 
words to expreft any other acl: befide dipping, if th 
inftitution could bear it." " To dip therefore is exem 
itig material to the ordinance ; which was the ufage c 
old, without exception of countries, hot or cold."f 

The above quotations are all made from Paedobapti 
writers, to which I wifh to add one obfervation froi 
a late learned hiftorian : " A linguift (fays he) detei 
mines himfclf by his own knowledge of the Gree 
k?jgr»uge, and an illiterate man, by the beft evidenced 
tan obtain from the tefthnony of others, whom by h 
condition he is obliged to truft. 

« To the latter it is fufficient to obferve, that th 
word is confeffedly Greek, that native Greeks mu 
underftand their own language better than foreigher 
and that they have always baptized, and do yet baptift 
by immerfion. This is an authority for the meanit) 
of the . wprd infinitely preferable to that of Europea 
lexicographers j fo that a man, who is obliged to tru 
human teftimony, and who baptizes by immerfion, b< 
caufe the Greeks do, underftands a Greek word eXad 
ly as the Greeks themfelves underftand it *, and in th 
cafe the Greeks are unexceptionable guides, and the 
praclice is in this inftance fafe ground of action.":): 

This la ft remark is confirmed by Dr. Wall, who aflur< 
us that " the Greek church, in all the branches of it, i 
Europe, Afia, Egypt and Ethiopia, has always preferve 

• Poole's Contin. of Annot. on Matt. iii. 6. and xx. az. 
f Treatife cf the two Sac. Part I. chap. v. and viii. in Booth's P»d< 
baptifl Exam. p. 23. 

$ Robuifon'* Hiftory of bap tifm, p. 5, 6. 



T?:e Mode of Baptifm. 89 

the cuftom of dipping infants in baptifm, that were in 
health, and able to bear it."* By the term always, we 
muft underftand from the time when they firft began to 
baptize infants. 

I will not for the prefent trouble you with any more 
quotations from Paedobaptifts, but will hold myfelf en- 
gaged to produce five times as many, whenever there 
(hall be a reafonable demand. I conclude, if human 
teftimony can eftabli(h any point, we muft allow, from 
the difinterefted nature of the evidence now confider- 
ed, that the native fignifkation of the Greek verb bap- 
tizo, (which muft determine the proper fenfe of our 
Englilh word to baptize) to be fairly fettled. 

Should it be objected that any, or all the perfons 
above quoted, held, notwithstanding, that baptifm 
might be lawfully adminiftered, either by pouring or 
fprinklingi in ordinary, or at leaft in particular cafes ; 
this would by no means invalidate their evid-ence, with 
refpect to the point in hand ; it would only prove 
them inconiiftent with themfelves, and that they fup- 
pofed that they had a right to depart from the institu- 
ted way, and adopt one which, in their view, appeared 
better calculated to ferve the interefts of religion. 

Should we fuppofe a number of perfons, of eftabli (li- 
ed veracity, to appear before a court of judicature, to 
give evidence upon oath in a certain cafe, and they 
ihould all jointly agree in confirming a particular fact \ 
bat at the fame time Ihould add, that it was their spinis/i, 
that there might be other circumftances connected with 
the attefted fact, which, if true, would be equally im- 
portant to the cafe in hand, although they could not 
be pofitively proved \ — no perfon would be at a lofs 
how to decide a cafe of this nature, nor would he put 
this fuppofititious evidence upon an equal footing with 
fiber f a£t f unjefs he were governed by intereft or preju- 
dice. 

Thus, Sir, we have traced the Mode of baptifm up 
to its origin : and have found it firft in the hands of 
John the Baptift, who had his commiffion from heaven f 

* Defence of the hiftory of infant baptifm, p. 148. 
t John i. 6. 
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II<: riiit-.i-.niftered it to the Saviour, and probably to thie 
u-.i?:ii;i »s,* who by virtue of the great commiflion bap 
tsz-j-j others •, and wherever the aEl is defcribed, it cer- 
ti'.i.iiy has the appearance of immcrfion. 

We have alfo heard the teftimony of feveral cele- 
brated writers, in eflablifhing the meaning of the word 
to baptize. Thefe declarations, taken from Psedobap- 
tifts, muft always remain in our favour, notwithstand- 
ing all that may be faid of their pra&ifing in a different 
way. 

Hence we conceive that immerfion, as the appointed 
mode of baptifm, has been fairly made out, both from 
fcripture and reafon, and from the full conceffions of 
the writers upon your own fide. And if what has now 
been faid, mould not convince you or any of your breth- 
ren, yet it will undoubtedly fuggeft fome of our reafbns 
for differing from you in our practice. 

If the mode of applying the water of baptifm be in- 
different, then the difpute is at an end ; but, if it be 
important, the neceflity of one condemns the other. 
But to me it appears inconliftent to fuppofe, that there 
can be a pofitive command, and the mode of our obedi- 
ence be indifferent ; for this at once takes off the au- 
thority of the command. Yet here, Sir, we haVe not 
the happinefs to be agreed in opinion : for you fuppofe 
the matter to be indifferent, and attempt to ilmftrate 
it by the pofture of the body in prayer. But a mo- 
ment's reflection muft convince you, that the cafes are 
not parallel. The pofture of the body makes no part 
of prayer, any more than the place does where the man 
is when he prays : for prayer is properly a mental ex- 
ercifc, and not immediately connected with any pofitioh 
t>f the body whatever. But this can by no means be 
fuid of the application of water in baptifm : for this 
makes a material part of the ordinance, and is effential 
to its very exiftence. 

If the inftitution require no more than to fprinkle a 
few drops of water in the face, any perfon muft -be 
ftrangely fuperftitious to be immerfed. And on the 
other hand; if it does really require immerfion, then 

* Chap. ft. »j. 
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thtrie vrho only fprinkie moft fall materially fhort, and 
have fcarcely the fhadbw of the ordinance. To fup- 
pofe that fprinkling, pouring, or immerfion, are all in- 
different, is in fact to fuppofe that nothing is command- 
ed ; or at lead no niore than fprinkling.* When per- 
fens believe this, there is an end to inimerfidn : for men 
are not « generally fond of doing more than is required. 
This, Sir, your practice demonftrates.. You believe 
either way anfwerc the inftitution ; but you, with other 
Paedobaptrfts in general, choofe fprinkling $ I think it 
probable that I lhould do the fame, could I be convin- 
ced that your views were right, it is alfo probable, 
Chat John the Baptift, Chrift and his apoftles, Philip, 
and the ancient Chriftiaiis, had th^y viewed the matter 
in the fame light which you do, Would have invariably 
admin iftered it by fprinkling : for there could have 
been no poifiBle occaiion which would have required 
Itainerfion, in cafe the other way would equally well 
'efcprefs the deflgn. 

From a careful retrofpeftion of the arguments made 

ufe of'in the cOurfe of this lengthy Section, the candid 

trill' be able to judge, whether we are unreafonable, in 

'faying that immerficfn is eflentral to the right adminiftra- 

'tion of the ordinance. That I have not exaggerated 

fober fact, will be made evident by a quotation which I 

'fliiil noW fubjoin. Dr. Wall, who has before been 

"mentioned, was fo highly efteemed by the Englifh cler- 

v gy for his 1 learning and zeal in defending infant baptifm, 

'that ih 1 a general convocation, Feb. 9, 1706, they paffed 

the following vote ; " Ordered, that the thanks of this 

houfe be given to Mr. Wall, Vicar of Shoreham in 

Kent) for the learned and 'excellent book he iath lately 

• T*hc three terms in difpute are all ufed m Lev. ix. 6, ?, in the fol- 
lowing manner : " And the- prieft lhall [kapftij dip his finger in the 
'blood, and (proftranri) fprinile of the blood feven times before the 
Lord ; and (hall (ekcbcc\\ ) pour all the blood of the bullock at the bot- 
tom of the altar." 

That thefe rites were not the fame and to be u'fed indifferently, the 
following familiar tranfoofition will abundantly mow : And the' prltift 
(hall pour his finger in the blood,' and fliaHV/f of the blood feven times 
before the Lord ; and fliall^n'/iii/ all the blood at the bottom of the 
altar. 

f Septujgiau ifl loc. 
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written concerning infant baptifm." Yet notwithftandw 
ing this gentleman's profound learning, and all the ad- 
vantages he had derived from his painful refearches into 
the remoteft: depths of antiquity, to procure materials 
of defence, — he was obliged to acknowledge, that Dr. 
Gale had drawn him into a difpute upon the mode of 
baptifm, " wherein (faith he) he knew, that the exam- 
ples of fcripture and other antiquity, and the full per- 
fuaiion of that people, and of all the Eaftern church to 
this day, is on his fide ; and I had the difadvan- 
tage to plead for a way of baptifm, of which the 
be ft I could fay, was, that it was fufficient for the 
eflfence of baptifm ; but could not deny the other (ex- 
cept in the cafe of danger of health) to be the fitteft."* 
It muft be acknowledged, that Dr. Wall was under 
moft painful difadvantages in vindicating his caufe : 
for he had not only to oppofe the learned Dr. Gale, but 
the full convi&ibn of his own mind, that fcripture ex- 
ample, and the whole current of antiquity, were againft 
him. 

Upon the whole, this much is certain, that there is 
neither exprefs command, nor example, either in the 
law of Moles, or in the gofpel of Jefus Chrift, to fprinkle 
water upon new-born infants as an initiating feal of any 
covenant whatever .f Therefore, we may fay with Dr. 
Whitby, whofe words fhall clofe this Section — " The 
argument is always good : We read of no fuch do&rine 
in the fcripture ; therefore it neither is, nor can be, any 
article of faith, becaufe we have no other rule of faith 
belides the holy fcriptures."J 

* Defence of the hiftory of infant baptifm, p. 404* 

f The male children of the Jews were to be circumcifed on the 
eighth day, by dWinc appointment ; but paft the middle of the third 
century, the honeft 13ifhop Fidus wrote to Cyprian of Carthage, to know 
whether children might be baptized beforj they were eight days old; 
for by his Bible he could not tell. Nor could Cyprian tell, without 
firft confulting a Council upon the fubjedt. A prefumptive evidence 
that the bu fine fs was new. Prirait. Chrift. p. 195. and Robinfon's 
hillory, p. 284* 

\ Annot. on Mutt. vi. 9. 
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SECTION V. 

Tke Mode of Baptifm farther illufl'rahd^from the PraBice 
of the primitive Chriflians ; and the Manner in which it 
was reduced from Lnmerfon to Sprinkling, briefly point' 
ed out* 

JVlUCH has been already faid upon the mode of 
baptilm ; but as it is evidently a conftitucnt part in the 
prefent difpu'te, it appears necefTary to fet it in the clear- 
eft light. Hence we fliall proceed to corilider the 
practice of the ancient Chriflians. 

The primitive Chriflians not only underftood the 
word in the fenfe for which we plead, but they prac- 
tifed accordingly. This has been touched upon already, 
but will be more fully illuftrated in what follows. 

Dr. Cave, who wrote about a hundred and twenty 
years ago, (not particularly as a difputant, but as a his- 
torian) in defcribing the religion of the fathers, after 
mentioning fever al things which they connected with 
baptifm, he faith ; " The action having proceeded thus 
fcr, the piarty to be baptized was wholly itr.mcfd €r 
put under water, which was the almoft univerfel cuftom 
ofthofe times, whereby they did more notably and fig- 
nfficantly exprefs the three great ends and effects of bap- 
tifm ; for as in immerfion there are in a manner three 
feveral acts, the putting the perfon into the water, his 
ahid'mg there for a little time, and his rifng again ; fo 
by thefe were reprefented Chrj/Ps death % burial, and 
refurretHon to a new courfe of life. By the perfon's 
being put into the water, was lively reprefented the 
putting off the body of the fins of the flefh ; by his 
abode under it, which was a kind of burial in the water, 
Ibis entering upon a ftate of death or mortification ; 
like aj Chrift remained for fome time under the ftate 
or power of death ; therefore as many as are baptized 
into Chrift, are faid to be baptized into his death, and 
to be buried with him by baptifm into death, that the 
old man being crucified with him, the body of fin 
might be deftroyed, that henceforth he mvgVvt ivoxfersfc 
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fin ; for he that is dead is freed from fin, as the apoft! 
clearly explains the meaning of this rite. And then, b 
his emcrfion, or riling up out of the water, was iignine 
his entering upon a new courfe of life."* 

The words of Mr. Locke are very fimilar to th 
above ; " We Chriftians (faith he) who by baptifi 
were admitted into all the kingdom and church c 
Chrift, were baptized into a ilmilitude of his death 
we did own fome kind of death by being buried unde 
water ; which being buried with him, i. e. in cqj 
formity to his burial, as a confeffion of our being dea< 
was to fignify, that as Chrift was raifed up from tl 
dead into a glorious life with his Father, even fo w 
being raifed from our typical death and burial in baj 
tifm, fhould lead a new fort of life, wholly differei 
from our former, in fome approaches towards th; 
heavenly life that Chrift is rifen to."f 

Mr. Burkit alfo, fully acknowledges this to be tl 
practice of the ancient church, when he fays, " Tl 
apoftle no doubt alludes to the ancient manner and w; 
of baptizing perfons in thofe hot countries, which tf 
by immerfion, or putting them under water for a tim 
and then railing them up again out of the water ; whic 
rite had alfo a myftical fignification, reprefenting tl 
burial of our old man fin in us, and our refurrection ' 
newnefs of life." % Mr. Poole's words are nearly vc 
batim.§ 

But, Sir, you are fenfible that very few expofito 
have written concerning the practice of the firft Chi: 
tian church, who have not acknowledged, that it "ff 
thealmoft univerfil cuftom of thofe times to bapti 
by immerfion. This fact will man if eft itfelf as we pi 
ceed. 

You will undoubtedly recollect, that the firft infta 
ces to be met with in ancient hiftory, wherein th 
pretended to baptize otherwife than by immerfic 
were in cafes of fuppofed necefftty ; and confider 

* Primitive Chriftianity, Part I. ch.ip. x. p. 203, 3C4. Edit. 7. 
f Paraphrafc on Rom. v'. 3, 4. 
\ Expo. r ,tory Notes on Horn. vi. 4. 
$ Poole iii loc. 
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n thofe cafes as not fully anfwering the inftitu- 

e baptizing of ftck or dying perfons by affufion, 
ated in the third century* (a period fruitful of re- 
s inventions) and had its foundation in error, 
eral things united in bringing it into exiftence : 

Mifconftruing that paffage of the apoftle where 
lid, If they who have once been enlightened, (which at 
rtle, by many, was underftood of baptifm) Jhall 
way, it is impoffible to renew them again to repentance. 
led Conftantine, and many other ferious perfons, 
ay their baptifm until near the clofe of life. 2. 
ler fentiment equally erroneous arofe, from a mif- 
ation of the words of Chrift — Except a man be 
f water , and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the 
w of God. Thus on the one hand, they fearing a 
•elapfe after baptifm, and on the other, (as Dr. 
obferves) " Not daring to pafs into another world 
ut this badge of their initiation into Chrift, they 
itly fignified their earneft deflre to be baptized, 
1 was accordingly done, as well as the circumftan- 

a fick bed would permit. Thefe were called 
i, (of whom there is frequent mention in the an- 
writers of the church) becaufe baptized as they 
ong in their beds." " This (continues the Doc- 
was accounted a lefs fokmn and perfeft kind of 
m ; partly becaufe it was done not by immcrfwn, 
y fprinhling, partly becaufe perfons were fuppofed 
:h a time to defire it chiefly out of fear of death."! 
kind of baptifm was confidered fo imperfect, that 
; perfons recovered, they were by the Neocaifarean 
cil, rendered ordinarily incapable of being admit- 
3 the degree of prejbylers in the church, 
e have a fair fpecimen of this in the inftance of 
tus, the Greek philofopher."J According to Eu- 
s, <c he fell into a grievous diftemper, and it being 
?fed that he would die immediately, he received 
fm (being befprinhUd with water) on the bed where- 

* R opinion's hiftory. p. 449. 

+ Primitive Chriftianity, Part I. c. 10. p. 196. 

j Sometimes calJed Novatianus. 
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on he lay : (if that can he called baptifm")$ Thus it ap 
pears, that this ancient father will hardly allow fpriak> 
ling to he called baptifm. This took place near th< 
middle of the third century, aru} ferves to {Jiow in whai 
light fprinklingy even in cafes of pecejfity, was viewed h 

that 4 a y- 

Jt may afford us further light in our prefent inquiries) 
to confider the cafe of Conftantine. He has generally 
been honoured as the fir ft Chriftian Emperor* But iJ 
according to your argument, a man is nc*t to be coniid- 
ered as a Chriftian without baptifm, then he muft to 
looked upon as a heathen, long after he fought undet 
the banner of the crofs ; and consequently, muft be coit 
fidered as a Chriftian but a few hours before his death 
But, to fuppofe this, is to fuppofe, that baptizing a mat] 
makes him a Chriftian, which is too abfurd to be admit- 
ted in this enlightened period. We may as well argue 
that the epelette worn by an officer, is what makes hixr 
an officer > as, that baptifm makes the perfon baptized 
a Chriftian. Whereas a perfon muft be an officer be- 
fore he can have any right to wear the badge ; fo a per 
fon ought to be a Chriftian, before he takes upon hiir 
the facred badge of that prpfeflion. 

It appears that Conftantine was brought to beliey* 
the Chriftian do&rine in the beginning of his reign 
which continued upwards of thirty years ; but he wa 
not baptized until a little before his death.* Being a 
this time in an ill ftate of health, he repaired to tb< 
warm baths at Conftantinople ; but his complaints in 
creafing, he went from thence to Helenopolis, and frou 
thence to the fuburbs of Nicomedia j where he call© 
the Biihops together, and fpake to them in the follow 
ing manner : " This was the time long fince lipped fo 
by me, when I thirfted and prayed, that I might obtai: 
falvation in God. Thi3 is the hour, wherein even w 
may alio enjoy that feal which confers immortality. 
Lad heretofore taken a re foliation of doing this in th 
ftreim of the tiver Jordan, where our Saviour himfel 

* Iccl. Hid. lib. vi. c. atli'i p. 113. 

f He was proclaimed Emperor in the ift year of the 371 Olympia 
or A. D. 30J. 
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in likeneis to us, is recorded to have partaken of the 
iaver."* After this we are told, that they performed 
the rites* and completed the divine ceremonies. It is 
a given point that he was baptized by immerfion ; but, 
if it had then been confidered as a matter of fuch indif- 
ferency, as is plead for in the prefent day, he would un- 
doubtedly have excufed himfelf from going into the 
water, in his ill ftate of health. 

This in (lance muft carry a degree of evidence to 
erery unprejudiced mind, in favour of immerfion : for 
in this we have the opinion of this great man, in what 
nude the Saviour was baptized \ and of his determina- 
tion to imitate him in it, both as to the manner and 

placet 

Perhaps fome into whofe hands thefe (hects may fall, 
may wifh to be informed, how immerfion came to be 
laid afide, and another rite fo entirely different, gener- 

* Eufeb. Life of Conftantine, lib. iv. chap. Ixii. 

f It is abundantly evident, that many pcrfons who were born of 
Chriftian par en u, and educated in the Chtiftian faith, were not baptized 
until they came to adult years, and made a p?rfonal profeffioa. 

Helena, the mother of Conftantine, was a very devout and zealous 
Chriftian, yet he was not baptized upon her faith. Nor did he dedicate 
hi* own children to God in bap Li fm by virtue of bit faith: for we are 
informed by Socrates, that his ion Conllantius, who fucceeded his father 
in the empire, was baptized by Euzoius when he was preparing for his 
expedition againft Juliauus, and immediately after ended his life at 
Mopfucrenia, twenty-five years after the death of his father. EccL 
Hiftocy, lib. ii. chap, xlvii. 

Bafil, the fon of Baiil, bifhop of Nicene, was baptized in Jordan when 
fir advanced in years. 

• Gregory the great, the fon of Gregory, bifhop of Nazianzen, was born 
while his father was biihop, and yet not baptized until he was twenty, 
fome fay thirty years old. See Ofiander's Book, Cent. iv. 1. 3, and 
Robinfon'sHiftory, p. 250. 

Grotius lays, that Chryfoftom was born of believing parents, and was 
t heated by Melitius, a bifhop, yet not baptized till the age of twenty- 
ooe. 

Erafmus teflifies, that Jerom was born in the city of Shy don, of Chrif- 
t«ai parents, was brought up in the Chriflan religion, and was baptized 
in the thirtieth year of his age. 

Voffius affirms, that Ne&arius was chofen biihop of Conftantinople 
before he was baptized. 

Theodofius, the emperor, was born in Spain ; his parents were both 
C!.r'utiaii3, and from his childhood had been trained up in the Nicene 
kith ; was baptized at Th^Talonica, by Achalio, when Via vro& u^w^x&t 
of th'.rty years old. Vide Junius, junior, p. 68. Rob. ^ . a$0% 
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ally pracYifed in its room ? In anfwer to this, the reader 
is defired to call to mind what has already been faid, 
that fprinkling firft made its appearance in Africa, in 
the third century, in favour of Clinicks or bed-ridden 
people. But even African Catholics derided it, and re- 
puted it no baptifm, or at lead a very imperfect one.* 
They confidered it only as a fubftitute in cafes of im- 
minent danger, where baptifm ia the inftituted way 
could not with fafety be adminiftered. Sprinkling in 
thefe cafes, appears to have been in ufe feveral centuries 
before pouring was ever practifed for baptifm. 

The firft appearance of baptizing by pouring (which 
has occurred in my reading) was in the eighth century ; 
when Pope Stephen III. allowed the validity of fuch a 
baptifm of infants in danger of death. 

The queftion propofed to him was, Whether in cafe 
ofnecejjity occafioned by illnefs of an infant, it were law- 
ful to baptize by pouring water out of the hand, or a 
cup, on the head of the infant ? Stephen anfwered, if 
fuch a baptifm were performed, in fuch a cafe of ne- 
ceflity, in the name of the holy Trinity, it (houldbe 
held valid. 

The learned Bafnage makes feveral remarks on the 
canon of Stephen, referred to above. " Although 
(faith he) it is accounted the firft law for fprinkling, yet 
it doth not forbid dipping : that it allows fprinkling 
only in cafes of imminent danger : that the authentici- 
ty of it is denied by fome Catholics : that many laws 
were made after this time in Germany, France, and 
England, to compel dipping, and without any provifion 
for cafes of neceffitv : therefore, that this law did not 
alter the mode of dipping in public baptifms. And that 
it was not until five hundred and fifty-feven years after, 
that the legiflature, in a council at Ravena, in the year 
thirteen hundred and eleven, declared dippings or fpriri 
ling indifferent "\ 

There was indeed in fome parts of the Chriftian 
church, long before this, fuch a ceremony as pouring 

* Jo. Andrcae Bofii de clinicls excrcit. Hi.?. Jence. 

f JacoVi Bafnagii, Monument* Vol. I. Pracfat. cap. v. $ 4. De can«o* 
Stephani III. Pap*, in Kobinfon. 
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water upon the head, hut was diftincT: from baptifm, 
iod like exorcifm confidered only as a preparation. 
This pouring was called capiiulavium^ or wafhing of the 
head •, and was ufually performed on Palm Sunday upon 
the competents, as a preparatory to baptifm. 

If hiftory can cftablilh any faft, it undoubtedly does 
this, that baptifm was univerfally adminiftered by /«i- 
merjion in the whole Chriftian Church (except in cafes 
of neceflity as above) for thirteen hundred years togeth- 
er ; and continued fo in the Engliih nation until about 
the middle of the fixteenth century. And how the 
change was made in the Englilh church, we are fufli- 
ciently informed by Dr. Wall. " Calvin (faith he) 
was, I think, the firft in the world, that drew up a 
form of liturgy, that prefcribed pouring water on the in- 
fant, abfolutely without faying any thing of dipping (this 
was done in the year 1556.) It was his admirers in 
England, who in queen Elizabeth's time, brought pour- 
ing into ordinary ufe, which before was ufed only to 
weak children. But the fucceeding Prefbyterians in 
England, about the year 1664, (when their reign began) 
went farther yet from the ancient way ; and inftead of 
pouring, brought into ufe in many places Jprinkling. De- 
claring at the fame time againft all ufe of fonts, bap- 
tifteries, &c."* 

I wifli to add one remark more from Dr. Wall un- 
der this head. " There has (faith he) no novelty or 
alteration, that I know of, in point of baptifm, been 
' brought into our church, but in the way or manner of 
adminiftering it. The way that is now ordinarily ufed, 
we cannot deny to have been a novelty, brought into 
this church by thofe that learned it in Germany, or at 
Geneva. And they were not content to follow the ex- 
ample of pouring a quantity of water, (which had there 
been introduced inflead of immerfion) but improved it 
(if I may fo abufe that word) from pouring to fprink- 
ling \ that it might have as little refemblance of the 
ancient way of baptizing as poffible."f 

r 

* Defence of the Hiftory of In&nt Baptiiia, p. 146. 
f Ibid. p. 403, 404. 

163168 
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This indefatigable hiftorian has affigned two real 
for this alteration, which are as follow ; w I rauft c 
in the firft place, that many of the clergy feem to 
of the opinion of the late bifhop of Salisbury, that 
coldneis of our climate is a good reafon to change < 
ping into pouring" Upon which he obferves, " T 
our climate is no colder than it was for thofe thirt 
or fourteen hundred years from the beginning of Cli 
tianity here, to queen Elizabeth's time, and not nea 
cold as Mufcovy, and fome other countries, where t 
do ftill dip their children in baptifm, and find no inc 
venience in it."* Although this, with many, might 
accounted a f ufficient reafon for the alteration, the I 
tor fuppofes the following had more influence. T 
" It was not the coldnefs of the climate, but the iff 
tion of Calvin and the church at Geneva, and fi 
others thereabouts." 

Thus, Sir, from the obfervations now made, 
clearly fee what was the prafticc of the ancient CI 
tians } and how the alteration has been brought ab 
If the fa Els now related by Dr. Wall are true, (and 
is certainly fupported by the current teftimony of hi 
ry) I hardly think you will again afk, By what auth 
we make immerfion ejfential to baptifm. 

As fpn tiling is acknowledged to be a novelty by tl 
who praftife it, and that it was brought in, in " tmitc 
of Calvin" and not in " imitation of the baptifm ol 
ius Chrift," we do not fee our way clear to acknc 
edge the validity of it. The advice given to Ifrac 
old may be applied in the prefent cafe \ Thus faiti 

* It is probable the following incident had not taken place who 
Dodor wrote his defence, or he would have made an exception. 

It it faid by an Englifh hiftorian, that at Petersburg they fome I 
baptize their children in a river or canal, by cutting a hole thr 
the ice, upon which he obferves, " I have heard that a prieft, in 
merfing a child, (for baptifm is performed by the immerfion « 
whole body) let it flip, through inattention, into the water. The 
was drowned ; but the holy man fufFtred no confirmation. * 
me another" faid he, with the utmofl compofure, "yir the X**d 
taken that to bimfetf." 'J he Emprcfs, however, having other V|< 
her fubje&s, and not defiring that the Lord fhoiilu have any nisd 
that way, at lea ft, gave orders that all children to be baptised 4 
hole in the river fhould henceforth be let down in a bafket. - W.'l 
ardfon's Anecdotes of the Ruffian Empire, p. 335. in Robinfoo. 
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vrd, Stand ye in the ways and fee ', ajkfor the old paths, 
here is the good way, and walk therein ; and yejballjind 
J for your fouls* 



SECTION VI. 

dry Sincerity, as connected with external Obedience, am-* 

ftdered. 

IN my other Piece, I have a few times ufed the 
m fncerey and its fubftantive finceriiy. I have faicl, 
tt " fincerity is not the term of communion, but be- 
' conformed to the apoftles' doctrine, and continuing 
idfaftly therein." I have alfo faid, that " whatever 
praftife which is not according to the will of Chrift, 
:ontrary thereto ; although we be ever fo fincere in 
ng it." To this you reply, * If I rightly conjecture, 
xhibits a fentiment which is falfe in its nature, per- 
ious in its confequences, and a firft principle of your 
lake refpecting clofe communion." Sir, if your 
'eBiire be right, we are now in a fair way to get at 
root of the difficulty. You however acknowledge 
firft part of the fentence, " that whatever we prac- 
which is not according to the will of Chrift, is 
trary thereto :" This, you fay, < is very plain and 
d doctrine *' but when I added, although we be 
• fofincere y you fay, I prefent a difficulty. Really, 
it appears to me as you con ft rue the paflage, it pre- 
:s a much greater difficulty : for, if an act were really 
greeable to the will of Chrift, and our performing 
1 fincerity would render it agreeable, we muft fup- 
i his will to be dependent on the fincerity of his 
itures ; if fo, his will cannot be a rule of conduct 
us, but we muft be governed by our own fincerity. 
?hat we may not difpute about words rather than 
ioients, it may be proper here to fettle the meaning 

* Jer. vi. 1 6. 

k2 
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of the term Jlncere* You allow that « the word is am- 
biguous in the cuftomary ufe of it ;' but conclude, « as 
it is ufed in fcripture, it generally, if not invariably, im- 
plies or intends pure and upright affections of heart/ 
That it is ufed in this fenfe in the epiftle to the Philip- 
pians, will be granted ; but, that it is ufed in fome- 
what of a different fenfe by the apoflle Peter, mufi alfo 
be acknowledged : For he fpeaks of thejinccre milk of 
the word, which being of the neuter gender, does not 
include affections of any kind. Thefe two, are per- 
haps the only inftances in fcripture, in which this adjec- 
tive is ufed, except in the marginal reading. 

But fhould it even be granted that the word, when 
ufed in fcripture, is conftantly ufed in the fenfe for 
which you plead ; will you hence argue that I am 
obliged to ufe it in this fenfe i Have I not a right to 
ufe it according to common acceptation ? Surely- 1 
have not mentioned godly, or fcripture Jincerity. I haw 
indeed annexed the adverb ever, to fin cere \ which yoo 
are pleafed to fay, < extends to all kinds and to all de- 
grees of fincerity." But have you, by the fair rules 
of criticifm, a right to this conclufion ? Moft certainly 
you have not. It will be allowed, that the term ufed 
will extend to the higheft degree \ but by no meant 
determines the kind or quality of fincerity. 

Should you agree to meet a friend tomorrow even- 
ing at eight o'clock, and fhould fay, ' I will not fail of 
being there although it fhould be ever fo dark' — Jt 
might with as much propriety be argued, that this in- 
cluded all kinds of darknefs, natural, preternatural; 
moral, and fpiritual ; as, that ever fo fincere includei 
all kinds of fincerity. 

To prevent any miftake in future, I am willing to lei 
you know how I underftand the word, and how I wifl; 
to be underftood when I ufe it. The plain, natural 
fignification of the word appears to be this — The hvncji 
perjuafton of the mind, accord big to the degree of light in th 
under /landing i and in general is. to be underftood ir 
diftin&ion from hypocrify Thus, a man may be a fin- 
cere friend to the Federal Conftitution He may be ; 
good man in a moral fenfe, and yet his fincere attach 
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ment to the laws of his country, may be the effect of 
his political fentiments, rather than his piety. Another 
man may fincerely believe the xxxix articles of the 
Church of England, and as fincerely believe that all 
the diffenters are wrong. I fliall not pretend to fay 
that this is godly fincerity, or that it is not ; but I will 
venture to iky he may be a good man, and this may be 
his fincere opinion. 

In farther remarking upon this part of the fubject 
you fay, « Your words imply, that a perfon may, in the 
exercife of godly fincerity, aft contrary to the will of 
Chrift.' In order to make a fatisfactory reply to this, 
it will be proper to inquire what is meant by the will 
of Chrift. When I ufe the term, I mean his will jy- 
veakd in his word : For I know nothing of his will far- 
ther than he has therein made it known. It is a gen* 
cral maxim with Proteftants, that the word of God is a 
perfect rule of faith and practice. Therefore, to talk of 
tilings as being agreeable or difagreeable to the will of. 
Chrift, in any other fenfe than as they are approved or 
difapproved by the word of God, is to talk merely upon 
the footing of conjecture. Hence, Sir, if you under- 
ftand the will of Chrift in this fenfe, I freely acknowl- 
edge it to be my opinion, that a good man may fincerely 
aft contrary to it. You may call this godly fincerity y or 
by any other name that you pleafe. 

If good men cannot be fincerely wrong, or in other 
words, fincerely erroneous, then all their errors and* 
miftakes, muft be confidered as agreeable to the will of 
Chrift 5 or otherwife, as acts of criminal hypocrify ! 
But you alk, i Is not godly fincerity the very foul and 
tfftfice of conformity to Chrift ?' I anfwer, it is impoffible 
to conform to the will of Chrift without fincerity, or 
uprightnefs of heart ; but mere fincerity is by no means 
conformity to Chrift's will, with refpect to pofitive infti- 
tntions. It can only be confidered as a neceflary quali- 
fication for conformity. Under the Mofaic economy, 
a lamb for facrifice muft be without blemilh ; but the 
perfection of the lamb did not make it a facrifice, this 
only rendered it fuitable ; but it was its being actually 
offered up. So with regard to our obeying any pofitive 
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precept, fincerity is abfolutely neceffary to acceptable 
obedience. A man may be convinced that it is his 
duty to relieve a needy brother ; and alfo fincerely de- 
termine at a convenient feafon to do it ; yet certain 
circumftances may take place, fo as finally to prevent 
its being accomplifhed. That God may approve of his 
Jincere intention, will not be difputed ; but we can have 
fellowfhip in his charity no farther than we know it, 
which is only by his acting it out. It will be granted 
that Chrift judges the moral qualities of our actions by 
the intentions of the heart ; but he has not given this 
as a rule to us, any farther than it difcovers itf elf in the 
action. Chrift pronounces the man guilty of adultery, 
who looks on a woman criminally to luft after her 5 but 
we have no right, either by the laws of God or man, to 
charge any perfon with that crime, without the actual 
coxnmiflion of it. 

I conclude, that a good man may, in one period of 
Yikyfmcerely believe that he is. acting according to the 
will of Chrift, and at another, as fincerely believe that 
what he then did, was never commanded, or enjoined 
by Chrift j but was the mere effect of education or tra- 
dition. 

Nothing can bring the matter more familiarly into 
view, than the fubject now in difpute. We will fup- 
pofe, that in the fincerity of your heart, you have de- 
iired to open a door for free communion with fome of 
the Baptifts ; and as * fincerity is the very efTence of con- 
formity to Chrift,' we muft conclude, in this particular 
you act agreeably to his will. On the other hand, the 
Baptifts to whom you make the friendly propofal, as 
fincerely believe, that it is not according to the will of 
Chrift, that they mould communicate with you in your 
prefent fitualion. This alfo contains the elTence of con- 
formity' to Chrift. 

Thus, Sir, if I underftand your argument, this muft ■ 
be the conclufion ; that it is the will of Chrift, that the 
Psedobaptifts fhould communicate with the Baptifts \ .,•; 
and at the fame time, it is his willy that the Baptifts .* 
fhould not communicate with them ! I fhall take it for ;^ 
granted, that the Baptifts do in the fncerity of their . 
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hearts, refufe to communicate with thofe whom they 
look upon as not baptized according to Chrift's inftitu- 
tion. If this refufal be made with godly ftnt erity, (and 
who will dare to fay it is not ?) then according to your 
argument, it muft be € above every thing elfe pleafing 
to Chrift ;' equally fo, as communicating with other 
denominations at the table. 

To illuftrate your doctrine oifincerity you afk, i Would 
it be according to the will of Chrift, for a perfon to 
conform to your mode of baptifm, while he really 
thinks it would be contrary to the will of Chrift for him 
fo to do ?' To anfwer this, it will be neceflary firft to 
inquire, whether the mode of baptifm pradlifed by us, 
is according to Chrift's revealed will ? If not, neither 
our thinkings or not thinking, can poflibly make it fo. 
If it be acccording to his will, our thinking otherwife. 
cannot alter it, unlefs his will is entirely dependent on 
the opinion of his creatures. 

Again, you afk, < Would it be according to the will 
of Chrift, for a perfon to negleft to have his children 
baptized in our mode, while he really thinks it is the 
will of Chrift for him thus to bring them to the ordi- 
nance ?' Anfwer. If Chrift has any where declared it 
to be his will, that new-born infants {hould be dedica- 
ted to him, by fprinkling water upon them in the name 
of the facred Trinity, it can by no means be duty to 
toglecl it. If not, it may with propriety be aiked, Who 
hath required thisfervice at your hands ? 

But may we not farther inquire, Would it be ac- 
cording to the will of Chrift, for a perfon to neglefl to 
have his male children circumcifedy while he really 
thinks that it is the will of Chrift that they {hould be ? 

Again, Would it be according to the will of Chrift, 
foi a perfon to negleft to bring his baptized infants to 
the communion, while he really thinks that it is his 
will that they (hould be brought ?* In fhort, to grant 
your argument, will not this be the confequence, that 
every thing which a pious perfon ftncerely believes to be 
according to the will of Chrift, is according to it, how* 
ever abfurd or inconfiftent it may be ? 

* Vide Pierce'* E&y on giving the Euclurift. to CYftAttfe, 
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You have attempted to extricate yourfelf from this 
confequence, in your marginal note, (p. 24) wherein 
you fay ; * What has been faid does not imply, that a 
man always does right when he thinks he does right i 
nor that a man's condudt is always acceptable tc 
God, when he a£h agreeably to his own fentiments; 
« A riian may a£t according to his own fentiments froa 
feljijb defiresy as well as from holy d fires? True, Sir 
and how are we to know which of thefe govern his con- 
duft ? You have now fuggefted the difficulty ; but hav< 
not propofed a remedy. If men's adlions did alway! 
reprefent the fentiments of their hearts, we {hould no 
be expofed to the liability of a miftake \ but as the] 
do not, we may fuppofe that they may deceive them- 
felves, and others, with refpedt to their motives of^» 
cerity, as well as any thing elfe. • 

As you have put your theory oiftneerity upon trial, ii 
fome of the foregoing inftances, we are willing to com 
pare the matter a little farther. We will grant, tha 
the Psedobaptifts, in iheftneerity of their hearts, believ 
it to be the will of Chrift, that they (hould give up thei 
children to him in baptifm ; and that fprinkling fuffi 
ciently anfwers the mode. On the other hand, we wi 
allow, that the Baptifts, influenced by the fame kind c 
fncerity^ really believe that it is the will of Chrift, ths 
they mould be immerfed upon a profeffion of fait 
(whether they have been fprinkled in infancy or no) 
and that there is no command to baptize their children 
but to bring them up in the nurture and admonition of ti 
Lord. Now, fincerity being the very « eflenqe of cor 
formity to Chrift, and under the exercife of godly fir 
cerity they cannot a£t contrary to his will,' they ar 
both in complete conformity to it \ unlefs you will ur 
dertake to prove one of them infincere. Hence it fo 
lows, that it is the will of Chrift, that one part of h 
church (hould imitate his baptifm in Jordan, by bein 
immerfed ; and that another part (hould believe, th; 
the baptifm of Jtfus Chri/l is not to be imitated by Chn 
tians. That one branch of his church iliould give u 
their children to him in baptifm^ and thereby initial 
them into the fchool of the (acred myfteries, withoi 
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their knowledge or confent, at a period of life when 
they are incapable of acting for themfelves ; and that 
another part of his church fhould, from principle, ne- 

jft the baptifm of their infants ; whilft they confider 
•iftianity as addreffing itielf to the confeiences of all ; 
and that none can become the difciples of Chrift, with- 
out their perfonal confent. How complex ! how variable, 
does this doctrine reprefent the will of Chrift ! 

But you inform us that you have c one more ferious 
queftion to afk / (it (hall now be attended to.) « Is 
the will of Chrift fuch, that, while a perfon is a Psedo- 
baptiift in fentiment, he muft be under a natural and 
unavoidable neceffity of difobedience ?' This queftion 
appears to me, rather more curious than ferious - To 
fuppofe a perfon to be under a natural and wiavoidable 
neceffity of difobedience, is to fuppofe he acts without 
choice, or that he has not natural ability to do other- 
wife, I confefs I cannot fee any natural neceffity, 
which compels one perfon to be a Paedobaptift, rather 
than another ; or of continuing in thofe fentiments, 
rather than to embrace others. Our fentiments ever 
are, and ever ought to be, the effect of choice ; ai}d not 
oljistural neceffity. If we choofe fentiments contrary 
to the will of Chrift, fo long as we retain them, we 
necejfarily difobey him ; but this is by no means i natural 
and unavoidable neceffity/ but entirely of a different 
kind. I humbly conceive, there can be no natural ne- 
ceffity, of either faints or finners difobeying Chrift : 
for there is a degree of criminality in difobedience, 
which is not to be found in « natural unavoidable necef- 
ftj. 

Toilluftrate the doctrine oiftneerity now under con- 
sideration, you introduce the following fimile. i A 
phyfician may, in certain circumftances, with benevo- 
lent intention, through miftakc, adminifter a potion to 
his patient, which may be productive of immediate 
death. In this cafe he is not criminal. Here is no 
tvily but * natural evil, to be imputed to his conduct.' 
Sir, I have no defire to run the indictment any higher 
than you do. But, fhould the patient be fo happy as 
todifcover the pl.yfician's miftake, would he be uncte* 
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any obligation to take the deadly potion, beeaafe it was 
not delivered with criminal intention ? Yea, would he 
not be in the higheft fenfe criminal to do it ? To app#jp 
this figure. Admitting, that with benevolent intention, 
you have proposed free communion with us, yet if we 
really believe it to be inconfiftent with fome part d 
Chrift's revealed will, we cannot with the fame purity of 
intention comply. 

But it is time to attend to the application you make 
from the above obfervations. You fay, ' Granting thai 
immerfion be the appointed mode of baptifm, and be- 
lievers the only proper fubjecls, yet if a Paedobaptift re- 
ally think other wile, and with an obedient heart offer up 
his children in our mode, the perfon in fo doing, is as 
v/ell accepted in the fight of God, as though his out- 
ward conduit had been according to the appointed modi 
of baptifm.' Granting this, and I beg to know whai 
foundation Psedobaptifm ftands upon ! If it be not fop- 
ported by divine appointment^ it can have no other origin 
than human tradicion \ and confequently muft fall to 
the ground \ unlefs you can make it appear, that yow 
ftncere opinivi is of equal authority with divine appoint* 
nients. < If a Padobaptijt really think otherwife / Wh« 
then ? Why this fuperfedes the whole force of the di- 
vine command, and authorizes his own opinion as thl 
rule of his conduct I And left he (hould fcruple th< 
validity of it, he is allured, that in ' fo doing he is * 
well accepted in the fight of God, as though his put 
ward conduct had been according to the appoint e< 
mode.' According to this argument, divine appoint 
ments are of little confequence to Paedobaptifts, if the; 
have a right whenever they think proper to fet then 
alide, and fubftitute others in their room. Per 
haps the following words of our Saviour may not b 
thought wholly inapplicable to this fentiment. jRu. 
iv jII ye rcjeEl the commandment of God, that ye may keep you 
own traditions.* ^ 

Is it reafonable to fuppofe, that God would mak 
appointments for his people which he did not thin 
proper for them to obferve ? Or has he left difcrctior 

• Mark tu. 9. 

i 
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ary orders with any man, or any body of men, to fet 
afide, alter, or amend any of his pofitive inftitutions ? 
But I recollect you have faid, (p. 6 ) that l it is not 
neceflary that men mould think in all refpe&s as God 
thinks ;' and perhaps this is one inftance where you 
would apply it. For, if God has thought fit to appoint 
the mode, and defcribe the fubjecls of baptifm ; and a 
Paedobaptift may offer fubjecls eflentially different from 
thofe defcribed in the inftitution, and that in a mode 
quite unlike the divine appointment, and yet be c as 
well accepted? as though he had obferved the moft exact 
conformity to God's law ; furely then, we may very fm- 
cerely make void the commandments of God, and eftab- 
Ufh our own pious traditions / 

To fanction the foregoing argument you fay, c This is 
Agreeable to common fenfe and revelation/ 

How far common fenfe may be in favour of your ar- 
gument I fliall not here pretend to fay ; but if divine 
revelation fairly eftablifti it, it muft be conceded to. 
But before we decide upon this point it may be proper 
to hear revelation fpeak for itfelf. Decked with fove- 
reign majefty it thus addreffes us ; " What thing foever 
I command you, obferve to do it : thoujhalt not ADD thereto^ 
nor diminish from *'/."* What, not if we € really think 
Mberwife ? 9 By no means. But conftantly c< Teaching 

them to OBSERVE ALL THINGS WHATSOEVER I HAVB 

commanded YOU."f Granting this ; but, if we fin- 
cerely think, and act otherwife, fliall we not be ' as well 
accepted V u To obey is better than facrifice, and to hearken 
than the fat of rams."% " If ye love me, keep my command^ 
wents."§ For " In vain do ye worjhip me, teaching for 
doclrines the commandments ofmen"\\ 

This is the voice of revelation with refpect to pofi- 
tive inftitutions ; and notwithftanding you have chal- 
lenged the judgment of common fenfe in favour of your 
fentiments, we are willing to recommit the matter, and 
abide the impartial decifion. If it be not a dictate of 
common fenfe, that God's commands {hould be implic- 
itly obeyed, and his pofitive inftitutions ftri&ly obferv- 

• Dcut. xii. 32. f Matt, uviii 20. \ 1 Saou in. %\> 

§ John xiv. rj. J Matt. xv. 9* 

L 



lit Godly Sincerity. 

made known to Samuel, that Saul had turned baekfrtm 
folic whig him. When Samuel came forth in the morn- 
ing, Saul met him, and thus addreffed him :— u Bleffed 
be thou of the Lord, I have performed the command- 
ment." Although he had not gone to the extent of 
the commandment, yet he might fincerely think, as he 
had made ample provlfion for one of the richeft facrifi- 
ces that ever fmoaked upon the Jewifh altar, that in 
thus doing, he fhould be * as well accepted,' as though 
lie had wholly followed the divine command. We 
may fuppo r e his foul almoft in an ecftafy, fully expecV 
ing the prophet's benediction ; when, to his furprifc, 
the grieved Seer thus interrogates — What meaneth this 
bleating of thejhecp in mine ears I and the laving oftht 
oxen which fhearP What meaneth this ? Why, the 
people f pared the beft of the Jheep and oxen, to dofacrifice ti 
the Lord thy God. A very pious defign indeed ! Who 
would challenge their fincerity ? I do not recollect that 
the prophet charged Saul with hypocrify, or infinceri- 
ty ; but with the want of external obedience. I fhall 
not pretend to fay that Saul had any godly fincerity, or 
that he had not 5 but it is evident until this time, that 
his character was unimpeached, and he was honoured 
as the Lord's anointed. 

Another inftance ftill more to our purpofe, prefents 
us in the facred page. When the wicked fons of Eli 
were flain by the Philiftines, they took the ark of the 
God of Ifrael, and carried it into the temple of their 
idol. The uncircumcifed had fcarcely began to rejoice, 
when they found themfelves involved in ftrange and 
unlocked for calamities. Their idol Dagon fell before 
the ark, while terror, death and deftruction were 
fpreading every where. The ark of God foon became 
more terrible to them than an army with banners. A 
general council was called — they refolved to fend it 
back into the land of Ifrael ; but not being acquainted 
with the facred oracles, they were at a lofs as to the 
mode of conveyance. It was finally determined to fend 
it in a new undirected cart, drawn by two milch-kine. 
When it was come into the land of Ifrael, after a fhort 
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Urry at Bethlheniefh, it was carried to Kirjath-jearim, 
into the houfe of Abinadab, where it was kept for 
twenty years, until David was eftablifhed upon the 
throne. After this, he affembled thirty thoufand chofen 
men, with a view to bring the ark of the God of Ifrael 
up into the city of David. 

This ark by divine appointment was to be borne by 
the priefts, by the flaves which went through the rings 
of it. But as the inftituted mode might appear rather 
inconvenient at this time, they might think the one 
adopted by the Philiitines would do as well. And as 
they might call to mind, that " God delighted more- in 
mercy than in facrifice •," both David and his people 
vx^fncerely concluded, that it would do to carry it in 
a decent new cart* But the way being rough, and the 
oxen unaccuftomed to this hallowed bufinefs, fo agitat- 
ed the facred ark, that Uzzah put forth his hand and 
took hold of it. And the anger of the Lord was kindled 
wainft Uzzahy and God /mote him therefor his error, and 
thre he died by the ark. 

WJiat there was, either in the conduct or difpofition 
of Uzzah, which was Co offenfive to the Divine Being, 
as to mark him out as a monument of facred difpleafure, 
is perhaps unknown to mortals. It is evident that Da- 
vid did not difcover any criminality in the conduct of 
Uzzah *, for if he had, he would not have been dil- 
pleafed becaufe. the Lord made a breach upon him. 
There was at leaft the appearance otjincere regard, in 
his attempting to fteady the agitated ark. But God 
feeth not as man feeth j and has ever been jealous for 
his own honour as lawgiver, which glory he will not 
give to another. 

This alarming providence checked their pious joy, 
and put a fudden period to ail their tuneful numbers. 
An awful fear of the great Jehovah was now impreiTed 
upon their minds. Silent, and folemn, they retire and 
leave the ark without the city ! 

Will any perfon fay that David did not go in thefn- 
ttrity of his heart ? Let thofe who deny it, make out 
the proof. 

L'2 
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It may perhaps be difficult for us to difcovef any 
real difference in the dtftgn, or ftncerity, of David and 
his people at this time, or three months after, when 
they brought up the ark into the city of David with 
ihouting. But, v/e (hall readily difcover a difference in 
their vifible conduct. In the former, they followed 
their own imaginations. In the latter they went ac- 
cording to divine appointment. Their departing from 
the inftiruted way, (however fincere) drew on them 
God's diipleafure. Their obedience to it obtained his 
approbation. If I miftake not, Sir, this inftance is a 
fair trial of your argument, and it appears to me that 
it fails. 

I have one more obfcrvr.tion from fcripture to make 
upon th?s iiead. If I rightly underftand the revealtd 
ivill of God, we are f rrictly forbidden to vvorlhip any 
creature, however exr.ltecl. For it is written, thoujbak 
ivcrjhip the Lord thy God, and him c?d\ /halt thou ferve.* 

Tet I find that the apoftle John twice fell down to 
worGiip an angel ! I hardly think you will icruple the 
linceriiy of the beloved difciple upon this occafion. 
The quefticu now is, whether it were agreeable to the 
will of Chrift for John to worihip the angel ? It is evi- 
dent he thought it to be his duty ; and his conduct has 
every appearance oijinccrity. Allowing John to bejii^ 
cere, and his conduct in this particular inftance agreea- 
ble to the will of Chrift, then the above-mentioned 
prohibition muft be underftood conditionally. " It is 
written, thou ihalt worihip the Lord thy God, and him 
enly ihalt thou ferve ;" unlefs thou jhalt Jincerely think it 
d'aty to ivor/hip a creature. If it were not agreeable to 
the will of Chrift that John fliould worihip the angeli 
then it neceflarily follows, that a good perfon may, in 
the exercife oifmcerity y act contrary to his will. 

If, to evade the force of this argument, you fliould 
fay, * Although John fincerely thought it to be his 
duty to worihip the angel, yet he was undoubted!) 
miftaken,' this is to give up the argument : for w« 
have always been willing to allow that Chrift ians ma] 
bejinecre, and yet be miftaken as to the will of Chrift 

9 Matt. it. i». 
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That this was the cafe, with either John, or the angel, 
is abundantly evident. And in order to fave your ar- 
gument from falling, it appears ncceilary to be proved, 
either that it was agreeable to the will of Chrift for 
John to worfhip the angel ; or, that he was infmcere 
ih attempting it. Until one or the other is made out, 
we fhall conclude hefncerefy attempted to do that, 
which was exprefsly forbidden in the revealed will of 
God. Many more inftances might be produced, but 
the preceding are thought fufficient, to (how the ab- 
furdity of confidering iincerity of heart as attual con- 
formity to the will of Chrift, with refpedt to his pofitive 
in/titutions. 

In purfuing your argument you conclude, thofe per- 
fons differ from Chrift, who c fuppofe, that a good tree 
may bring forth corrupt fruit. 9 They certainly do, if 
the words are taken 'in « proper fenfe. But if by the 
pod tree we underftand a Chriftian, including all his 
exercifes both of fieih and fpirit, it is not true, that !.c 
mr.zt bring forth corrupt fruit. To deny this, would be 
to aflert that he is in a ftate of finlefs perfection : for 
all imperfect, and depraved creatures can and do fin. 

Now if good men have fome Ac/y, and fome felfifi 
clcfires ; and are fometimes governed by pure, and 
fometimes by corrupt motives ; how are we to know 
which of thefc govern their conduct, when they plead 
their fincerity in departing from God's appointments ? 

I conclude, Proteftants in general look upon Calvin 
as a good man 5 but as a tree he bore fome fruit, which 
the tafte of a modern Chriftian would not call good : 
particularly his unchriftian refentment, and inhuman 
treatment of Servetus.* It is evident that Calvin, in 

• This learned and ingenious Spaniard was born at Villencuva, in 
Aragpn, 1509. He ftudicd the civil law at Toulous, where he began 
to read the icriptures, and to be fond of trinitarian notions. He icon 
became rcfolved to retire into Germany and fct up for a reformer. He 
there printed two tracts, Dc Trinitatis erroribus, and Diaiogorum do 
Trio it ate, libri duo ; this fpread his name throughout all Europe. 
After this, Servetus returned to Paris, and was admitted a doctor of 
phyfic in the univerfity there". Here a correfpondence betwixt Calvin 
and him commenced, which was kept up for fixteen years : notwith- 
standing which, he continued in his former opinion, and refolvcd to 
Jibuti* a third work in favour of it ; this came out at Vienna) ia x 5$^ 
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this piece of conduit, thought he was doing God fer- 
▼ice. To fuppofe the contrary, and that he was not 
Jincere, would be to fuppofe him a much greater monfter 
than he reprefented Servetus. Allowing this to be an 
aft of Jincerity, and the queftion is fair before us, Was 
it agreeable to the will of Chrift, for Calvin thus to 
perfecute Servetus ? If you fhould anfwer in the neg- 
ative, you give up your theory ; if you fliould anfwer 
in the affirmative, then it will neceuarily follow, that 
if it were the will of Chrift two hundred and forty 
years ago, that antitrinitarians and anabaptifts (hould be 
burnt, merely for their fentiments, it undoubtedly is 
agreeable to his will now, as he is the fame yefterday, 
to-day, and forever. 

In the mild reign of Edward VI. king of England, 
but two peribns fuffered for their religious fentiments. 
And although thefe perfong wqrc both put to death, I do 
not find that they were charged with any other crime, 
than differing in opinion from the ruling party* 

with this title, ChrifHanifmo Rcflitutio, &c. without his name ; bat 
Calvin took care to inform the Roman Catholicks in France who wis 
the author. On this Servetus was imprifened, and would certainly 
have been burned then, if he had not made his efcane. He propofedta 
retire to Naples, but was imprudent enough to go through Geneva. 
where he was feized oil Calvin's information, and profecutcd for hcrefy. 
All his public writings and private letters to Calvin, were ranfacked for 
ever/ thing that could be drained to a bad fenfe ; in confequence of 
which the unfortunate Servetus was burned alive, Oct. 27th, 1553, 
" to the eternal fhame of his inconfiftent brutal reformed perfecutors." 
Servetus was a man of great acutenefs, of prodigious learning, and 
admirably (killed in his own profeflion. — See Calvin's Life, Glafgow 
edition, p. 17, 19 — and Northouck's Biographical Dictionary. 

Calvin's hiftorian informs us, that the death of Servetus raifed fuch 
a flame, as fct Poland, Tranfylvania and Hungary all on fire ; which 
he fuppofed Servetus to have foretold by the fpirit of the devil. This 
contrcverfy led many rationally to inqaire, whether hereticks ought t* 
be put to death, or left to the judgment of God ? 

That Servetus was an amir r in it an an will not be denied. This 
probably was the greateft caufe of Calvin's oppofition to him, but not 
the whole : for he confidered him as a " monfter compefed of many 
ancient and prodigious herefies." He calls him an anabaptift, and has 
attempted to anfwer twenty arguments brought by Servetus againft 
iafent baptifa.— In&ittt. Chrift, Rclig. p. 649* 
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The former of thefe was Joan Bocher, commonly 
called Joan of Kent.* Archbifhop Cranmer was em- 
ployed to perfuade the young king to fign the warrant 
againft her. He ufed- various reafonings, which ferved 
rather to filence, than fatisfy the king. But at length 
he did it with tears in his eyes, telling Cranmer, that if 
he did wrong, fince it was in fubmifiion to his authori- 
ty, he fhould anfwer for it to God. This made fuch an 
irapreffion upon the mind of the biihop, that he ufed far- 
ther means for her conviction ; but as (he obflinately 
continued in her fentirncnts, fhe was finally burnt 
alive. 

That Cranmer vrnsjincere in this piece of conduct, we 
have the teflimony of bifhop Barnet, who fays, " One 
thing was certain, that what he did in this matter flow- 
ed from no cruelty of temper in him, no man being 
farther from that black difpoiition of mind ; but it was 
truly the effect of thofe principles^ by which he govern- 
ed himfelf."t 

I confefs here is a difficulty in my mind (and proba- 
bly maybe in many others) to conceive, how this con- 
duct could be agreeable to the all-merciful Redeemer, 
who came not to dtjlrcy men's lives ^ but tofave them. It is 
not to be believed from any thing v/hich Chrift has 
faid ; but merely becaufe it was the ftneere Gpif.hu of 
an archbifhop ! I have no difficulty in believing the 
fincerity of Cranmer, but I have not yet attained to the 
foitb of ajjurance^ that his conduct was agreeable to the 
revealed will of Chrift. 

It may alfo be obferved, th?.t Mr. John Rogers, that 
hraous martyr, cordially confented to the burning oF 
ban of Kent. " For (faith Mr. Fox) when the Pro- 
ujlant hi/hops had refolved to put her to death, a friend 
of Mr. John Rogers, the divinity-reader in St. Paul's 
church, came to him, earneftly dt firing him to life his 
ntereft with the archbifhop, that the poor woman's 

* The other was George V;in Pare, a Dutchman ; he wis burnt in 
fmithfield, April 25, ijji. H-j fuffered with great confiuucy of innd, 
isd kiflecl the flake an J faggots that were to burn him. H&\*fc\&\o 
lavcbcen a man of uncommon ilri&neh of life an>\ devotion. "Wvctt 
trfoos were botli ISaptLts. Vide HitL Reform. Vol. il Wo. V. \>. \ t«j, % 

f Ibid. 
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life might be fpared, and other means ufed to prevent 
the fpreading of her opinions. — Rogers on the other 
hand pleaded, (he ought to be put to death. Well, 
then, fays his friend>* if you are refolved to put an end 
to her life, together with her opinion, choofe fome 
other kind of death, more agreeable to the gentlenefi 
and mercy prefcribed in the gofpel ; there being no 
need that fuch tormenting deaths fhould be taken up 
in imitation of the papifts. Rogers anfwered, that 
burning alive was no cruel death, but eafy enough. His 
friend then hearing thefe words, which exprefied fo 
little regard to poor creatures' fufferings, anfwered him 
with great vehemence — Welly perhaps it mayfo happen^ 
that you your/elf /ball have your hands full of this wild burn- 
ing. And fo it came to pafs ; and Rogers was the firft 
man who was burnt in Queen Mary's time." 

" This Rogers (fays Pierce) was a nonconformtftj and 
a very excellent man, and died nobly in the caufe of 
Chrift 5 but this barbarity of his deferves to be expof- 
ed *, and the rather, becaufeGod in his providence feems 
to have fhewn his great difpleafure againft it."f If 
this indeed were the cafe, it could not be agreeable to 
the will of Chrift. * 

It is quite remarkable, that Cranmer, Ridley, and 
Rogers, who had a principal hand in burning thefe two 
peribns in the reign of Edward, were all burnt in the 
fucceeding reign of Mary. 

I do not mention thefe things with a view of glory* 

ing in the fufferings of my own denomination, nor for 

the fake of reproaching others ; but to {how what 

enormous cruelties good men may practife, under the* 

fpecious (how of godly fmcerity and a zeal for the truth. 

* Suppofcd to be Fox himfclf. 
f Fierct's Anfwcrto Nichols, p. 33, in Crofby. 
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SECTION VII. 

letter there be any Morality in c Externals 9 or * Senti- 
ments / and whether ftncerity of heart fecures the judg- 
ment f torn error ,• briefly confidered. 

oIR, you have anticipated an objection againft 
mr theory ; i. e. * That a good intention will fanctify 
pricked action.' We (hall only notice two things in 
or anfwer. Firft you fay, « That mere externals are 
ither holy nor finful, is evident from this confidera- 
m, that the Jame modes of external conduct are con- 
rtible to both good and had purpofesJ* But, Sir, is 
ere no morality in good and bad purpofes ? You feem 
convert them neither to one or the ' other, but to a 
te of indifferency. I fuppofe the fame external 
xles of conduct may be the < cxpreffions both of holy 
d finful affections.' But this by no means proves, 
it there is no morality in our external conduct. If 
i are rational agents (and we certainly are) whatever 
>de of external conduct we purfue, mud be our choice, 
her than any other ; and how this can be without 
trality, I am totally at a lofs. 

I conclude, Sir, that you will allow that eating bread 
d drinking wine, are external acts ; but if there be 
morality in them, it is hardly worth while to wafte 
r time in a difpute about fuch trifling things* I do 
t conclude, however, that the morality of the act is, 
?rely in mafticating bread, or in fwallowing wine, 
lich a brute may do as well as an intelligent agent ; 
t the circumftances which lead us to choofe and adopt 
is particular mode of conduct, undoubtedly tinge the 
1 with morality. 

Your other obfervation which I fhall take notice of, 
the following, that « There is nothing of a moral 
ture in mere fentiments os mere externals J If by 
nere fentimentsj you mean no more, than thofe fugt- 
rc thoughts which flutter upon the ferface of the 

» M*rgia*l Note, j>. 24. 
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brain, as butterflies do in the fun-beams, we {hall not 
contend. But, if by fentiment, we underftand that re- 
fult of the mind which leads us on to external acts, we 
lhall undoubtedly find that it is connected with the 
heart, as well as the head. The fool hath Jaid f not in 
his head, but in his hearty there is no God. This is his 
fentiment, and a very innocent one it is, if deftituteof , 
morality. - 

You will permit me to add a remark from a very 
fentimeutal writer. Saith he, " Error in judgment and 
fentiment, cfpecially in things of a moral nature, is al- 
ways wrong ; and does not confift or originate merely 
in any defect of the moral faculties of the mind ; bat 
is of a moral nature, in which the tafte, affection, or in- 
clination of the heart is concerned ; and therefore is ; 
always, in every degree of it, morally wrong, and mere 
or lels criminal. Were the moral faculties of the mind, 
were the heart, perfectly right, man would not be capa- 
ble of error, or of judging wrong, or making any mit 
take, cfpecially in things of religion. The natural fee* 
ulties of the mind, ctuiiidered as fcparate from the in- 
clination or will, do not lead, and have no tendency in 
themfelvcs, to judge wrong, or contrary to the truth of 
things. To do fo, is to judge without evidence, and 
contrary to it, which the mind never would or could do* 
were not the inclination or heart concerned in it, fo as 
to have influence, which muft be a wrong inclination, 
and contrary to truth and to evidence j and therefore i» 
morally wrong or criminal. ,, 

" Therefore, all the miftakes and wrong opinions 
which men entertain refpecting the doBrincs, inftitutionr 
and duties revealed in the bible, are criminal, and of * 
bad tendency."* If this reafoning be true, it cannot 
be laid that there is nothing of a moral nature in our 
fentiments. 

I conclude that the bible exhibits a fair fyftem of 
truth, fupported by rational evidence ; and were it not 
for the blindnefs of the human hearty and the prejudices 
occaiioned hyfmful affections, men would yield their 
cheerful, affent to truth, in exact proportion to the evi- 

KopkWs Syft, Treatife on the Millen. Vol. /I. p. 61. 
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dence laid before them ; and would not choofe darhnefs 
rather than light. It is believed that good men, (how- 
ever they may differ in opinion here) in the coming 
ftate will fee eye to eye : perhaps not owing fo much 
to the fuperior light of truth, as to their being delivered 
from thofe finful affections which oppofe the truth. 
This obfervation will appear evident from this confeder- 
ation, that thofe who have the greateft advantages to 
know the truth, often appear to be moft oppofed to it. 
The Jews, who had the oracles of God, and confequent- 
ly the beft information refpe&ing the Mefliah, when he 
was preached to them, oppofed and blafphemed, while 
the Gentiles believed. 

Upon iuppofition, that l there is nothing of a moral 
nature in mere fentiments/ why is unbelief a crime ? or 
why is a man to blame for being an infidel ? this is a 
mere fentiment. In fhort, why do we blame the Jews 
for accufing and delivering Chrilt to be crucified ? It 
is evident they did not believe him to be the Son of 
God. The apoftle Peter, after charging them with 
killing the Prince of Life, faid to them > Now, brethren, 
Iwrt that through ignorance jv did it, as did alfo your 
rulers.* Saint Paul fuppofed that they did not know 
him to be the Mefliah : for, faid he, None of the princes 
«/ this world knew it : for had they known it, they 
would not have crucified the Lord of Glory .f No, they 
would have been fhocked at the horrid thought ! But 
tin&vftntimttits were that he was a deceiver, and a blas- 
phemer ; and they had a law given them by Mofes 
agsinfr. fuch, and by this law they faid he ought to die. 
And their external conducl was to put him to death. 
Now where was their criminality ? You will probably 
fay it originated in their hearts, < where all real crimi- 
nality is to be found.' It will be granted. And did 
not their fentimenrs originate there likewife ? Out of 
the heart proceed evil thoughts, murders, &c and not 
out of the head as unconnected with it. 

in order to apply the foregoing obfer vat ions to the 
fuhieft before us, we are willing to acknowledge, that 
we do not think a man to blame, for flncerely adiinj; 

* A&sii'u 17. f xCor.ii.B, 
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according to his confcience, although it be ever fo erro- 
neous. But he may be exceedingly to blame, for hav- 
ing an erroneous confcience. If we do not improve 
the bed means of information which we are favoured 
with, we are certainly to blame for the negled. 

It is a maxim in civil law, ' That a man is obliged to 
know it at his peril.' This holds good with regard to 
the divine law. The man who tranfgrefled the law of 
Mofes through ignorance, however fincere, was never- 
thelefs guilty j and when it came to his knowledge he 
was obliged to offer a facrifice.* And he who killed 
his neighbour at unawares, without in the leaft defignr 
xng his death, was neverthelefs doomed to fufier a cer- 
tain puniihment ; for, to be confined to a particular 
city, without permiffion upon any occafion to go out 
until the death of the high-prieft, cannot be accounted 
otherwife.f 

Upon the whole, what reafon can be given for our 
conferring the divine law differently ? Or why fhould 
one man fee a revealed truth, and another under equal 
advantages fhould not ; unlefs the latter be under 
the influence of moral blindnefs ? If the pofitlve in- 
stitutions of the gofpel are fufficiently plain (as they un- 
doubtedly are) why fhould we read and underftand the 
fame bible fo very differently ? I cannot think we are 
both right. If Chrift has commanded his people to 
dedicate their infant-feed to him in baptifm, then we 
muft conclude that all the Baptift churches are in an 
error in this particular. On the other hand, if the gof- 
pel teacheth us, that with the heart man believeth unto 
righteoufnefs, and with the mouth confeffion is made unto 
falvation ; and that this confeffion is to be made by 
every candidate for baptifm ; then we muft fuppofe our 
Paedobaptift brethren are in an error, in not rniifting 
upon the fame vifible qualifications which the apoftles 
did. In fhort, can it be fuppofcd that the fame divine 
law, which enjoins either the cue or the other^ can ap- 
prove of the negleft ? If not, it muft neceflarily fol- 
low, that if you are right, wc are wrong j and fo vice 
ver/h. 

* Lev. iv. 13,42, a 7 . | Numb. xxiv. 25. 
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But it is often faid by our opponents, « We are will- 
ing to acknowledge your baptifm to be valid, and why 
cannot you be as liberal with refpect to ours ?' We are 
forry to bear the charge of illiberally ; but had much 
rather do it than violate our confciences. When per- 
fons are fo liberal, as to be willing to divide and mangle 
an inftitution of Chrift, in order to accommodate a pain- 
ful difputc ; while it feems to fhow a condefcending 
temper in them, it at the fame time excites a fufpicion 
of the juftice of their saufe. This kind of liberality of 
fentiment naturally leads us to recollect an inftance rc»- 
corded in ancient hiftory, concerning two women who 
came to a certain king, to decide a controverfy between 
them refpecting a living child. Each contended that 
(he was the true mother^ and that the child was her's. 
For a time, their claims appeared equally founded, un- 
til at length the wife king called for a fword, and pro- 
pofed to divide the living child, and give half to the 
one and half to the other f The woman whofe the 
child was, could by no means confent \ but would 
cither have it alive undivided, or elfe give it up fo to 
the other : but the other faid % Let it be neither mine mr 
tbine 9 but divide it. To have divided the child, would 
have deftroyed its exigence : So to divide an inftitution 
of Chrift, is to make it mean any thing, and every 
thing, and confequently nothing. For when a divine 
law is fuppofed to be conditional, and is to be left to 
the judgment or fancies of men to determine, whether 
one mode of obedience be not as acceptable as another, 
it of courfe lofes its authority, and ceafes to be a law. 

From the above argument it will not be concluded, 
that one man has a right to dictate, or prefcribe a mode 
of obedience for another : for to our own Mafler loe 
Jland or fall. Neverthelefs, the divine law is not con- 
ditional^ but abfolute ; and its requirements muft be 
fixed and determinate, although we may not underfland 
them. One LAV/Jball be to him that is home born, and 
unto theflranger that fojourneth among you. 

To conclude this Section, dear Sir, I wifli you feri- 
oufly to confider your arguments upon fincerity, wheth- 
er you. have not carried the matter too ux \ %vA 
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whether they are not calculated in fome inftances, t 
diflcrve the caufe of Chrift, and ftrengthen the hand 
cf error. For admitting that either you or we are i 
an error with refpeft to one of the inftitutions of Chrul 
yet as your fentiments aflure us, that ifwefincerel 
think we are right, * We are as well accepted in th 
light of God, as if our external condu& had been ac 
< -ording to his appointments,' fhall we not be apt t 
rclo.de ourfelves from a painful inquiry into the ev 
tiences for, and againft our particular fentiments ; an 
conclude to Aide fmoothly on, in the good old wa 
which our fathers went ; and, perhaps, have no highi 
reafon to believe it to be right, than becaufe they b 
lieved it to be fo ? 

It is often faid, < When we get to heaven, we (hs 
not be afked what particular principles we were o: 
This obje&ion implies too great an indifferency to tl 
requirements of truth ,• and leads us to fuppofe tb 
many determine to get to heaven as cheap as they ca 
And whenever perfons would wifli a releafe from ti 
toil of inquiry, and expenfe of retraction, they may ii 
prove your arguments as a cordial auxiliary. 

But were we even to grant ftnecrity to be a term 
communion, yet mould we not be obliged to fix up 
fome external a£ts of obedience, as evidential of finc< 
ity ? Or are we to judge a man to be fincere by t 
looks of his face ? Or by the tinfhire of his thought 
Or are we to believe it becaufe he profefles to be £ 
cere ? Perhaps the man was never yet found pro] 
gating any fentiment of religion whatever, who woi 
own himfelf infincere. 

lijincerity be the only thing fought for, and agr 
ment in fentiment unneceffary to Chriftian fellowfli 
then we may open the door wide, and receive all w 
appear to be fincere, however erroneous, and by wh 
ever names diftinguifhed, wherever they appear fince 

Perhaps there is no one aft in the circle of Chrift 

duty, which expreffes more fellow (hip, than commu 

eating at the Lord's table. And if we can occaiions 

communicate together, why can we not ftatedly ? 1 

{hall alfo be led farther to inquire, w^ow -wYvax, ^tvas: 
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is feparation to be justified ? Why did the Proteftants 
come out from the church of Rome ? There were un- 
doubtedly many fincere Chriftians in that churchy not- 
withftanding the body of clergy might be thought to 
be corrupt. Why did the diflenters leave the church 
of England, and the independents the prefbyterians, and 
thefe diflent one from another ? It would be unchar- 
itable to fuppofe, that there were not many fincere 
Chriftians in thofe churches. Objections iimilar to 
tbofe now mentioned have in fact taken place. 

When pre/byterianifm was about to be eftablifhed by 
the Britifh government, the aflembly of divines at Weft- 
minder appointed a committee to hear and anfwer the 
petition of thofe who fhould not conform to the gov- 
ernment. 

To thefe the independents prefented their iequeft, 
Dec. 4th, 1645* which was only this : ' That they may 
not be forced to communicate as members in thofe par- 
Mies where they dwell ; but may have liberty to have 
congregations of fuch perfons who give good teftimony 
of their godlinefs, and yet out of a tendernefs of con- 
fcience cannot communicate in their parishes, but do 
voluntarily offer themfelves to join- in fuch congrega- 
tions/ 

To this the aflembly gave a flat denial, Dec. 1 5th. 
The independents, unwilling to lofe the privileges of the 
eftablifhment, made the following conceffion. " That 
they would maintain occaflonal communion in their 
churches." But ftill their prefbyterian brethren would 
not allow "them feparate congregations. They rather 
improved tjiis compliance, to ilrengthen their argu- 
ments againft granting fuch liberty. " If (fay they) 
they may occaflonally exercife thefe afts of communion 
with us once, a fecond, or a third time, without fin ; 
we know noreafon why it may not be ordinarily with- 
out fin, and then feparation and church-gathering 
would have been needlefs. To feparate from thofe 
churches ordinarily and vifibly, with whom occaflonal- 
ly you may join without fin, feemeth to be a raoft. xxo- 
juft feparation."* 

• SchiOn tried and condemned; p 25, 17, i%* \s\ Ci<slfe> 
M2 
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Every candid reader will judge, whether the ques- 
tions now fuggefted, arc not involved in the idea of 
occafional communion, upon the term of fincerity. 
Another interefting queftion appears to be connected, 
viz. Whether it be confident to communicate with any 
perfon, or body of Chriftians, with whom we could not 
unite in full fellowfhip, as members of the fame church ? 
If there be any act more folemn, more expreffive of' 
unity and agreement, let it be pointed out ! For per- 
fons to feparate from each other, merely on account of 
difagreement in fentiment, and yet hold occafional com- 
munion (which expreflcs their agreement) is the height 
of abfurdity. 

Upon the whole, if * baptifm was prior to coming to 
the Lord's table in the apoftolic practice* (which yon 
have acknowledged, p. 13) — if it was then an immer- 
Jion upon a profeflion of faith, which I truft has 
been made out in the preceding pages ; and no 
fcripture evidence appearing to the contrary ; then 
you will not blame us for continuing in the apoftolic 
ibclrine, and for endeavouring carefully to imitate 
their praclice. Hence it is probable our objections 
may continue, until proof (hall be made out from the 
word of God, that the apoftolic church did admit per- 
sons to her communion merely upon the footing of^«- 
cerity, without any regard to the external mode of their 
obedience to Chrifl's other appointments. 



SECTION VIII. 

Whether the Divine Condutl towards us be the Rule g 
Duty towards our Chriftian Brethren^ rather than God 9 . 
revealed Will ,- briefly confidered. 

IT will be readily granted, that fome parts of th< 

divine conduct are to be imitated by all who love God 

Yet our obligation to be followers of God as dear children 

does not originate fo much from wtaxta dow^lnw 
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what he commands. Therefore, we are not to imitate 
the divine conduct, in any thing which would lead us 
contrary to his revealed will. 

There are fome parts of the divine conduct, which it 
would be highly improper for us to attempt to imitate j 
fuch as the following : He fufpended the cftabliihed 
Uws of nature, " and held the falling day," until Ifrael 
had gained the victory over his enemies. He arrefted 
Jordan in its courfe, and compelled its waters to retire, 
and made a paff-.ge for his chofen tribes. He opened 
the mouth of Balaam's afs, and caufed the ftupid brute 
to reprove the more bruiifh prophet. He commanded 
Abraham, as a teft of his love and obedience, to offer 
up his beloved fon for a facrifice ; and it is certain he 
highly approved of Abraham's conduct:, and blefled his 
unreferved obedience. I prefume no one will infer 
from this, that we are to exprefs our love to God by 
iacrifieing our children to him. God has at feveral 
. times deitroyed his enemies by fire from heaven ; but 
when the two difciples were defirous of punifhing tho 
ungrateful Samaritans in the fame way, Jefus reproved 
their blind zeal, and told them plainly, they knew not 
what fpirit they were of.* 

Inftances might be multiplied from fcripture, to {how, 
that the divine conduct is not in all cafes the rule of our 
duty j J)ut you have fuppofed one, which you conclude 
is worthy of our imitation — It (hall now be the fubject 
of our inquiry. 

You take it for granted, that God communes with 
the Psedobaptifts at his holy table ; and hence afk, 
1 Why cannot you commune with thofe at the table, 
with whom God communes ?' As this queftion was 
anticipated in my other Piece, you have from thence 
introduced the following reply, i. e. * It is not what 
God can or does do, but his revealed will, which is the 
rule of our duty.* On this you obferve, * I hope, Sir, 
I fhall never object to your making the revealed will of 
God the rule of your duty. But this, Sir, is a part 
of his revealed will, Be ye followers of God % as dear chil- 
dren. And if God be willing to commune wiYl Vtata- 

* Gen. xix. 24. % Kingt i. xo. Luke \x. 5 A- 
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baptifts, why fhould you be unwilling to imitate bis ex- 
ample in this refpect !' 

You will permit me, Sir, to inquire, whether you Sn- 
eer ely think, that the apoftles had particular reference 
to communion at the Lord's table, when he exhorted 
the Ephefians to bo followers of God? If he had not, it 
affords no proof for your argument. If this were his 
object, he muft be underftood as addreffing them in the 
following manner : Brethren, God communes with 
you, and why cannot you commune with one another ? 
Be ye followers of God, as dtar children. But was the 
church of Ephefus at this early period fo divided, that 
they did not hold vifible communion together ? Were 
there then in the church Paedobaptifts, and Anti-paedo- 
baptifts, who had fet up feparate communions i Wheft 
this is fairly proved, we ought to believe it. You gp- 
on to fay — « Suppofing that the Paedobaptifts are really 
in an error ; if Chrift does not view the error as ft 
eilential, but that he will commune with them, why 
iliould you ? Is the fervant greater than his lord r. 
By no means : for the fervant hnoweth not what his kd 
docth* And although he giveth rules to his fervants to 
regulate their conduct by ; yet he is not particularly 
bound by them himfelf. But you feem to fuppofe, that 
Chrift communes with you in a certain fenfe, in which- 
we are unwilling to. But how are we to underftand 
you ? Surely not that Chrift comes perfonally among 
you, or that he actually communes with you in the 
bread and wine ? If not, we muft fuppofe it is fpiritu- 
ally ; i. e, he may own and blefs you, notwithftand* 
ing there may be fome imperfections in your obedience* 
But are we unwilling to commune with you fpiritually ?. 
Have not all good men, as far as they have the knowl- 
edge of each other, communion in this fenfe ? And do 
they not heartily approve of all fincere Chriftians, as 
far as they view them walking in the truth ? We may 
not from hence infer, that Chrift approves of the 
errors of any, or that the moft.profufe charity requires 
it of us. 

To fuppofe that the Paedobaptifts are in an error, 
and that this is offucha nature that Chrift couUrnoi 
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commune with or blefs them, would it not be to fup- 
pofe it fatal, and inconiiftent with their eternal falva- 
tion ? And fhould it be granted, < that God communes 
at his table with the pure in heart of both denomina- 
tions/ yet never in fuch a fenfe as to approve of the 
errors of either. 

That God has communed with, or blefled good men, 
notwithftanding they were guilty of fome errors, will 
appear from what follows : — It is faid of Solomon, that 
he loved the Lord, and walked in the ftatutes of David 
his father ; only he facrificed and burnt incenfe in high 
places. The fame is faid of Jehoafh, and Jot ham, that 
they did that which was right in the fight of the Lord : but 
the high places were ftot taken away : the people fliil facrificed 
and burnt incenfe in the high places * We can here only 
conceive, that God approved of what was right according 
to his commandments ; while he wholly condemned 
their facrifices in high places and groves. 
* When the ordinance of the paflbver had not for a 
long time been obferved as it was written, king Heze- 
kiah i4Tued his proclamation, fummoning all Ifrael to 
attend the folemn feaft. But when the people came 
together, many of them had not thofe external qualifi- 
cations which the ordinance required ; and confequent- 
ly did eat the paffover otkerwife than it was written : but 
Hezekiah prayed for them, faying, The good Lord pardon 
every one that prepareth his heart tofeek God, the Lord God 
•f his fathers, though he be net cleanfed according to the pur i* 
fication ofthtfancluary.f Hence it is evident, that they 
were in fome degree guilty, for omitting thofe external 
pre-requifites which the ordinance required ; notwith- 
ftanding they prepared their hearts to feek the Lord. 
If this were not the cafe, they could not have needed 
a pardon, for this ever fuppofes guilt. Thus while they 
experienced the divine approbation in preparing their 
hearts to feek God, they needed his pardon for fome 
external omiffions. 

You will recollect, Sir, that you have given it as your 
opinion, i That the effnee of baptifm does not confitt in 

* I Kings iil 3. 2 King* ::n. 2, 3, ard kv. 34. 35* 
■f iClven. ut. 1 3, 19. 
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any one particular mode whatever.' Undoubtedly tfab 
may be faid, with, as much propriety, refpelting com- 
munion ; that the ejfence of it does not confift in any 
particular mode whatever ; but in right affections of J 
heart. J 

If this obfervation be juft, that the effence_ of » i 
ordinance does not confift in the externals of it,"but id \ 
fincerity of heart ; and that Chriftian communion doe» I 
not require agreement in fentiment, but only a union of ' 
1 affections and defires ;' in this fenfe, I prefume, the t 
Baptifts and Paxlobaptifts do cordially commune. li 

In remarking upon the motto of my other Pieci, k 
you have faid, < There muft be a union bet wen Gad 3 
and man, or they cannot commune together— there : 
muft be a cordial union. We muft love the fame ob* i 
jelts which God loves, and hate that which he hareJ.V: 
Tou fuppofe, ( the fame kind of agreement is eflenttf i 
to our walking together/ Now, Sir, if this cordial 4f\\ 
fedtion and union can fully exift, and we difagree tM\t 
one divine inftitution, why can it not, and we difagrer$ 
in another ? Why is it thought more eflential to otf £ 
Chriftian fellow fhip and union to be agreed in the op* t; 
dinance of the fupper, than in the ordinance of bap- \ 
tifm ? Or are there any reafons for exalting the former. ; , 
fo much above the latter ? If agreement in fentiment' 
be neceffary to our Chriftian fellowfhip, then it can br 
of no confequence for us to be agreed in the ordinance 
of the fupper. For according to this argument, two* 
perfons or churches may enjoy mutual communion to** 
gether, although one of them fhould partake of tbr 
bread and wine, and the other fit by at the fame tim* 
and not partake. 

Upon the whole, I fee nothing to forbid this cond*- 
Hon, That we do commune with the Paedobaptifts ia 
the fame fenfe which God does. We may not indeed, 
in the fame degree, as we have not the fame degree of" 
knowledge, with refpeft to their conformity to his mtrJ 
image, or pofitive requirements ; but fo far as we fee 
them bearing the image of truth > fo far we love and es- 
teem them. 
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Bat, Sir, do you conceive that God communes with 
foa in a higher, or different fenfe, in the ordinance of 
lie fupper, than what he does in the ordinance of bap- 
ifin ? If not, why may you not draw an argument 
squally forcible from that, to urge us to a compliance 
rith your mode of baptifm ? I am willing to own, that 4 
[ am enthufiaftic enough to believe, that God as really 
nanifefts his all-approving pretence with us in the ordi- 
nance of baptifm) as in that of the /upper. But, fhould 
re from hence urge the propriety of your adopting our 
node of baptifm, without producing any other proof in 
import of it, would you think the argument conclusive ? 
tfoft certainly you would not* 

-You have taken it for granted, that God com- 
xmnes with the Pxdobaptifts, and that bis example 
s worthy of imitation. But have we not as much rea- 
foft to believe, that the baptifm of Chrift by an immer- 
Bfep in Jordan, was defigned as an example for believ- 
ers throagh every age, as that his communing with your 
denomination is defigned as an example for us to imi- 
tate ? But, the Jacrilegious pra&ice of imitating Jefus 
: thrift in his baptifm, has been loudly exploded, by 
the united efforts of two learned gentlemen,* in a 
jabiication with this extraordinary title, " The Baptifm 
{ Jefus Chrift) not to be imitated by Cbriftians." A perfon 
oonot reflect upon this title a moment, without con- 
cluding, that fome Psedobaptifts cautioufly endeavour 
■otto imitate the baptifm of Jefus Chrift ! We can 
brdly forbear afking, Who do they mean to imitate ? 
Sorely not John •> for they fay he was under the law. 
Mot Chrift, becaufe he was baptized before his death. 
Not Philip, and the Eunuch, for they went down both 
isrro the water. Not the primitive church ; for we 
are authorized, upon the teftimony of Paedobaptifts 
themfelves, to fay, that immerfiAi was the univerfal prac- 
tice (except in particular cafes) for nearly thirteen hun- 
dred years after the Chriftian sera. 

We cheerfully acknowledge that this is not the cafe 
with us } for we do really endeavour to imitate the bap- 
r tijm of Chrift ■; nor did we ever yet feel confcious of 

m 

* *L firs FUh and Crane. 
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reproof, for the prefumptuous aft ! It is an argument 
of no fmall weight in the minds of many, that our 
baptifm is an imitation of his, who has taught us to 
take up our crofs and follow him. Were it not ne- 
ceflary to invite you to follow an example fo evidently 
defigned for imitation, I might addrefs you in the fpon- 
taneous language of a text preflfed into your fervice ; 
Be ye followers of God, as dear children. 

Should you think the queftion not fully anfwered by 
what has been already obferved, and ftill inquire, 'If 
God communes with the Paedobaptifts, why fhould yon 
be unwilling to follow his example V — I would wifh to 
afk, Whether you would think it duty for us to be fol- 
lowers of God, otherwife than according to the rubs 
laid down in his word ? You will permit me to remind 
you, that you have acknowledged, that thofe rules re- 
quire baptifm antecedent to communion. This is evi- 
dently your meaning when you fay, * I do not deny that 
baptifm was prior to coming to the Lord's table in the 
apoftolic practice. I fuppofe it was.' I fuppofe fo too, 
Sir ; and would beg to know, whether there has been 
any different rule of practice eftablifhed fince ? If fo, 
by whom was it done, and by what authority ? If the 
fyftem of infpiration was clofed by the apoftles, then 
undoubtedly the practice of the church, as recorded by 
them, is a proper rule for us. To this you feem to at 
il*nt (though with a degree of caution) when you fayi 
< I a!fo fuppofe their example to be worthy of imitation 
in like circumftances.' As if fome circumftances might 
take place, which might make it neceffary to alter the 
nxle or order of divine inftitutions. But, Sir, if inftiut- 
tions are divine, it is rot in the power of circumflanceSt 
however combined, or any thing elfe iliort of the power 
which made them, to alter cither mode or order. Some 
circumftances may render it necoiiary to omit, but never 
:."i kilter an inftitiirioii. i no inotnenc we alter an infti- 
• ;; ijri, w.i deirr.v.' its authority. It c.«.n no longer 
; ..\.\\ riio hig-i prlvi'ore i«i :' a divitu crigi:i j but ir.uit 
K* lacked upon a? ti.e utic-bcrn oil&piing of human 
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That there can be circumftancesiin our prefent fitua- 
tion which may render it neceflary, or even juftifiable, 
to depart from the apojlolk pra5tice, I cannot conceive. 
>Y«t here we are not fo happy as to be agreed in opin- 
ion -, for you fay — ' I am not certain that there can be 
joo drcumftances in which it might be lawful to admit 
•to . the Lord's flipper prior to baptifm.' Efpecially if 
•the mode of baptifm be immerfion. < For a real Chrif- 
-tian.may for many years be fubje&ed to fuch bodily 
diforders, that it would be preemption rather than 
iduty, to be plunged all under water ; and yet at certain 
itimeshe might be able to attend the ordinance of the 
•■Lord's fupper. And mud he be debarred this privilege, 
iff forbidden this duty, merely becaufe he is unable to 
>be£mmerfed ?'* 

• It appears to me, Sir, that you draw conclusions 
ikkhout premifes. For you fuppofe we debar a perfon 
?£nom a .privilege in one inftance becaufe he is unable to 
do his duty in another. I fuppofe you are miftaken in 
both. For firft, I do not believe that God requires 
Any duty of his creatures, which his holy providence has 
.rendered them unable to perform : which is the fup- 
pofed cafe with regard to baptifm. Nor fecondly, do I 
believe that it is the duty or privilege of any perfon to 
Attend one facred ordinance, while God in his provi- 
dence 'prevents his attending another, which has a prior 
Claim on his obedience ; and while the latter > by ' apof- 
■tolic praftice/ is a neceiTary qualification for the former. 
This idea you have fully illuflrated in your next page, 
where you obferve, that * Many things which are or- r 
dinar ily incumbent duties are not fo in all circumftan- 
ces.' This observation appears perfectly juft, and the 
'▼ery circumftance you have mentioned of the perfon's 
being unbaptized, renders it inconliftent with duty for 
him to partake of the Lord's fupper. 

For I can as eaiilv conceive of its being a perfon's 
duty or privilege to go to meeting, while by the provi- 
dence of God he is confined at home ; as to believe 
that it is his duty to go to the communion-xsKV^ **&&& 

* P*gc 14. 
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by the fame providence, he is unable to attend the pi 
vious qualifications which the in (lit ut ion requires. 

Allowing immerfion to be effential to gofpel baptifi 
and a perfon to become a real Chriftian when but nil 
years old, and the ftate of his health fuch as would re 
der it unfuitable for him to be baptized, fhould he li 
to be nine hundred and fixty-nine, I fhould never ft 
pofe it to be his duty to communicate while in that f 
uation ; nor can I fuppofe any well enlightened Chr 
tian would ever defire it. 

But, fhould it even be fuppofed, that the order 
the inftitutions might be difpenfed with in particul 
cafes, fo far as to admit to communion pious perfoi 
whofe bodily infirmities would not allow of their beii 
baptized — What then ? Shall we from hence arg: 
to a general practice, and admit unbaptized perfons 
communion who have no fuch infirmities to plead ? 
this be not the cafe, your argument lofes the whole 
its force ; unlefs your communicants are all invalids / 

The inconclufivenefs of this argument will mo 
fully appear by attending to the observations you ha 
brought to illu fixate it by. The firft is, the inftance 
David's taking thejhciv bread. You obfervc, * He n 
hungry, and had need of it for the fuftenancc and pr 
ervation of life :' but will, vou from hence con clue 
that it was lawful for David, or any other perfon in < 
dmary cafes, to have taken the hallowed breads wh 
there was no fuch neceffity ? If this be not the cafe, 
will not help your caufe ; for the matter in difpute 
not a cafe of neaffity^ but of fuppofed convenienc 
and which, in order to its being pra&ifcd, mint be la 
ful in ordinary cafes. Your other obfervation refpe 
i:ig a perfon's being necefiariiy detained from the hoi 
oi God, is much of the fame tenor : for granting tha 
perfon's infirmities may excufe him from the duty 
attending public word ip, fhallwe hence infer that tJ 
is any excui'c for others, or e^e!l for the fame perl 
when well ? Surelv we lkall not. 

You fuppofe when David violated a pft'vc prcci 
he did it to prefer ve his life, and that in this fenfe 
conducted himfclf agreeably to the w;»W law, Nc 
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Sir, when it can be made to appear, that a perfon's 
life, or eternal falvation, depend on communicating at 
the Lord's table, I cannot fay. but in fuch a cafe it may 
be lawful to go contrary to poftfive institutions ; to de- 
part from apoftolic praEtke ; and plunge ourfelves into 
alraoft every inconfitiency, rather than a weak brother 
fbwld perijhyfor whom Chrift died* 

Your obfervations in favour of giving the commu- 
nion to the lick who are not inilitutionally qualified to 
receive it, lead us to compare it with the ancient cuftom 
of baptizing the clinics* 

.. A- learned hiftorian obferves, " At firfl: all times were 
dike, and perfons were baptized as opportunity and 
Occasion ferved *, but it was after retrained to two 
Meron and dated times of the year, viz. Eafier and 
Wbitfuntide" Thefe included the fifty days between : 
* Yet if there was a neceflity, (as in cafe of fucbufi and 
danger of death) they might be baptized at any other 
time."* And notwithstanding they allowed immerlion 
to be the proper mode, yet, in cafe of danger of death, 
they would fprinkle perfons as they lay in their beds. 
It is evident they overrated the inftitution ; and your 
notion of giving the communion to the fick who are un- 
dde to be baptized, has a little of the fame appearance. 
I do not find that thefe ancient Christians plead apof- 
tolic authority for this practice, nor did they allow of 
this mode of baptifm in ordinary cafes. 

But why mould it be thought necefiary for a real 
Ghriftian to receive the communion, fo long as his. bod- 
ily infirmities forbid his being regularly baptized ? It 
cannot be thought neceflary to his eternal falvation -j 
for if a Chrift ian, that is already fecured : nor that the 

rfpel rule requires it ; for that enjoins, that all things 
done decently and in order : nor yet the glory of God ; 
far that never requires fubmiffion to any pofttive law % 
hat of thofe who are capable of the pofitive pre-requi- 
ftes to obey it. Hence I conclude, that every unbap- x 
toed Chriftian, whofe infirmities may be fuch, as to 
lender it unfuitable for him to be baptized and join 
fte vifible church, ought lubmifiively to wait, until 

• Dr. Cave's Piimitive Chriftianity, p. 194. 
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God in his providence opens a door for him in a rep*- 
far manner to approach his holy table \ and not to afi 
foolifhly like Saul, who grew impatient in waiting for 
Samuel, and forced himftlf and offered a burnt*-cfferwg* 

I have endeavoured thus far to trace your argument* 
and have not yet found fufficient reafon to depart frctt 
the apojhlic praRice ,• but as we are fo happy as to bi 
agreed in this point, that baptifm according to their 
practice was prior to coming to the Lord's table, cfl 
this ground we will bring the matter to trial. Now, 
Sir, I would wifli to afk,. How we can confidently 
communicate with you ? If we corhmunicate with yon 
as baptized perfons, we practically give up our princk 
pies ; if we communicate with yon as unbaptized, thif 
we unwarrantably depart from the apodolic pra&ke) 
You cannot be infenfible, my dear Sir, that this is thd 
▼ery pith of the controverfy ; and that one or the othdt 
of the above difficulties will inevitably fall to onrfhawft 
in cafe we eftablifh communion with you. 

It is a fait generally known, and which we dtf n0f 
wifli to conceal, that we cannot acknowledge irtJM 
fprinkling to be go/pel baptifm. Could this be! allowed} 
the difpute would be at an end, and our fentimentsfll 
an end with it. For if the inftitution requires no mart 
than fprinklingy then plunging mud be forever uiineceffa* 
ry ; and befides, we fhall bejudly chargeable with re* 
baptizing, a pra&ice we condemn as much as you <W 
But you feem to be willing that we fhould be Baptiftsi 
and yet blame us for not communicating with other* 
denominations. But, why do you not lay the axe to tb 
root of the tree, and blame us for being Baptifts, and not 
blame us for being confident ? 

I doubt not but every unprejudiced mind will readilj 
perceive that the matter comes to this point with 11$: 
that in order to communicate with you, we mud eithel 
give up what you and we agree was the apodolic prftt* 
tice, or our fentiments as Baptifts. One or the other a 
thefe will be a rational inference from our conduit. 

From what has now been obferved, it will be eafy t< 
perceive the different iituations vie ftaud in to eacl 

• x Sam.xii'i. ia. 
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other. When perfons join your churches, who have 
been baptized by us, I have never heard of your bap- 
tizing* them again* On the other hand, we always bap- 
tize thofe who come from your churches to us, unlefs 
they have been immerfed upon a profeffion of faith. 
But is this difference of conduct to be attributed to ca- 
tholicifm in you, or the want of it in us ? By no means. 
Tne truth is this, immerfton includes fprinkling ; but 
fprinkling does not include immerfion : therefore the 
perfon who is immerfed, is in your view lawfully bap- 
tized ; whilft he who is only fprinkled, is not fo in 
Ours. It hence follows, that, confidently with your 
Sentiments and views of the * apojlolic practice J you may 
invite us to communicate in your churches ; while we, 
laving the fame views, cannot invite you. 

It is hoped that the preceding obfervations will fully 
fatisfy our Psedobaptift brethren, that our reafons for 
not communicating with them do not arife from the 
want of brotherly affection towards them ; but from a 
tonfeientious regard to what we underfland to be the 
erder of the gofpel. 

So long as we allow the gofpel to contain a complete 
fyftem of faith and practice, we muft endeavour to fol- 
low the rules there given, rather than imitate other fup- 
pofed parts of the divine conduct. 

But fhould we even carry the matter as high as you 
have fuppofed ; that Chrift fhould perfonally come to 
one of your communions, and actually partake with 
you ; and fhould addrefs you as his friends, and bid you 
eat and drink ; I am not certain that his conduct in fo 
doing would C2II for our imitation, fo long as the 
eftabliihed laws of his kingdom remain as they now 
are. 

When Chrift firft commiflioned his difciples, and fent 
them'forth to preach the gofpel, heal the iick, &c. — he 
nmmanded them faying, Go not into the way of iht Gentries^ 
ond into any city of the Samaritans enter ye not.* Never- 
thelefs, he himielf went into the borders of Tyre and 
Sidon, and there healed the daughter of tVve vv^o^c^- 
Ucian woman, who was a Gentile^ He ^\So ^S&&. 

* Mutt x. S . f Mark vii. %*— *<*. 
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through Samaria ; converfed with the woman at the 
ft*//, where he made known himfelf to her as the Met 
fiah. And afterwards, at the requeft of the peoplfr, he 
tarried two days ; in which time many more believed en 
him,* Hence we fee, that Chrift did thofe things 
which his difciples were not authorized to do. There* 
fore I conclude we are to follow the particular rules 
laid down by Chrift in his word, rather than any fujv» 
pofed appearances or manifestations he may make to 
his people in any way whatever. If this be not the 
cafe, we are likely to ramble in eternal uncertainty ! 
But, bleffed be God, we have a more fure word ofprophe- 
cy f to which we do well to take heed. 

It may be proper here to take notice of the confe* 
quences you have drawn, from the fuppofition of oof 
proving, that a conformity to our mode of baptifm is an 
effential term of communion. You fay, « Should thif 
be made to appear, it will then alfo appear, that all the 
Psedobaptifts, who have thought they enjoyed com- 
munion with God at his table, have been mojl miferaUf 
deluded. 9 If fo, the confequence is dreadful indeed I 
Enough to lhock the tender feelings of every pious 
Paedobaptift, and lay an effectual bar in the way of their 
admitting the evidence of a truth fo difguiring, though 
ihining with the greateft cle^rnefs. You alfo conclude! 
that if baptifm in our mode be an effential qualification* 
< then the Psedobaptifts are eflemially wrong and wield 
in coming to the table -,' and their conduct an aborning 
iion in the fight of Godf My dear Sir, are yoti fo in- 
toxicated with fentiment as to forgej: your own fyftcm I 
No farther back than page 2#, you have faid, * I denj 
that there can be any moral evil in conduct which pro- 
ceeds from godly fincerity ; yet I grant there may bl 
natural evil, or incongruity, through inadvertency a 
mifapprehenfion. , Is it poffible that * natural evil' o: 
« incongruity/ mould account for all the frightful thing 
now mentioned, fuch as « miferable deiitfiou,' « wicked 
conduct, even fuch as is i abomination in the fight o 
God V If not, your argument fails in one or the other 

* John iv. a6, 39, 40. f Pa g c * 8 - 
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either your conduct mull be chargeable with moral evil, 
or your coniequences cannot be juft. 

In your next page you go on to fay, « Granting that 
uninerfion be the appointed mode of baptifm, and be- 
lievers the only proper ftibje&s, yet if a Pxdobaptift 
really think otherwife, and with an obedient heart offer 
up his children in our mode, his conduct is not charge- 
able with any moral evil* Ail the evil which is to be 
imputed to his- conduct, is of the natural kind. And 
the peri on in fo doing is as well accepted in the fight 
of God, as if his external conduct had been according 
to tue appointed mode of baptifm/ It is peculiar in- 
deed, that with regard to the inftitution of 'baptifm, you 
thould concluJc, that if you honeilly miftake both the 
jubjcFfs and mode, and practife in a way entirely differ- 
ent, it by no means hinders the divine approbation and 
acceptance ; but with regard to the ordinance of tho 
/upper, if it (hould be proved that you had as honeftly 
made a miftake with regard to a previous duty, and 
have thought that you enjoyed communion with God 
at his table, the confequence muft be, that you have all 
been miferabiy deluded J 

According to the above argument, all that is neceflary 
to render baptifm acceptable, is only to « really think* 
you are right : hence by a parity of reafoning, if you 
are not accepted of God in the ordinance of the fupper, 
we muft iiippofe you do not t really think' you are right 
when you come to the table. But are you not as iin- 
cere in coming to the Lord's table^ as in offering up 
your children ? If you are not, I ihall join with you, 
that your conduct is an abomin.nion to the Lord. But, 
allowing you to be fincere, and to really think you are 
right, and we muft fuppofe that you have as much rea- 
fon to think you have been « miferabiy deluded' in the 
firmer, as in the latter. 

Thus, Sir, I have endeavoured carefully to attend to 
the argumentative part of your Friendly Letter, and have 
attempted to anfwer thole arguments on which I fup- 
pofed you laid the greateft ftrefs neither in a direct 
way, or by lhowing the invalidity of the evidence by 
which they were fupported. And however aa \vwpx- 
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tial public may judge, I have the fatisfa&ion to think 
that in the preceding fheets the following particular 
have been fa ; rly eftablifhed, by evidence from fcripture 
reafon, and the concurring teltimony of many eminen 
Psedobaptift writers, 1. That vifibie, or profefiing be 
lie vers, are the only proper fnbje Els of baptifm, known am 
defcribed in the word of God. 2. That an entire im 
merfion in water, is neceffary to the due adminiftratioi 
of the ordinance. 3. That by apoftolic practice, whicl 
is a (landing law to the church of Chrift, baptifm was 
and therefore ftill is> prior to coming to the Lord's table 
Hence it follows, by « neceffary confequence,' that \ 
conformity to our mode of baptifm (if that has beei 
proved to be the gofpel mode) is to be confidered as : 
neceffary pre-requifite or (if it fuits you better) term o 
communion at the Lord's table, fo long as we think ii 
important to follow the i apoflolic prmtlice? We do nd 
mean by this to dictate to our brethren of other At 
nominations with regard to their terms of communion : 
but only ihow the general principles on which we pro 
ceed among ourfelves. 



SECTION IX. 

Obfervations on the Plan of Communion propofed in th 
' Friendly Letter J with remarks on fever al ether Thitig 
conneBed with the Subjeft. 

OlR, your profeffed deflgn in writing, has to 
much of the appearance of friend/hip, to be paffed ovt 
unnoticed. But whether if your plan were adoptet 
it would produce the defired effeft, is a matter of fer: 
ous inquiry. 

« To promote the peace 'and profperity of Zion, b 
opening a door for free communion betwen the Baptiii 
and Pxdobaptifts/ is your profeffed objedt. And noi 
withstanding I have appeared upon the other fide < 
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:Me queftion, I perfuade myfelf, that no perfbn* would 
be happier in feeing our objections fairly removed, and- 
* confident way pointed out for a mutual interchange 
if communions. But if it mutt be done at the expenfe 
rf our Jenti mtnts as Baptifts, you will not think us un- 
reafonable in requiring ample proof that we are wrong, 
before we do it. 

The particular boundaries of your plan are exprefled 
in the following words ; * It is not my defign, nor my 
deiire, to have a door open for free communion among 
ail who profefs religion on either fide ; but only with 
rfegard to thofe whofe vifible conduct is evidential of 
real piety.' It is a little difficult here to undeTftand 
your meaning. If you mean to eftablifh communion 
*»ith fome churches which you may confider as ortho- 
dox in do&rine, and regular in difcipline, while you re- 
ject others, your plan may be practicable. But as the 
terms- or qualifications you propofe, may be the lot of 
individuals rather than churches, it appears to be at- 
tended witli fome difficulty. For it is reafonable to 
fuppofe that in every ChrifHan community there may 
be fome found, < whofe vifible conduct is evidential of 
real piety/ With thofe it feems you would wifh to 
communicate, while with the church as a body you 
could by no means hold fellowlhip. 

In order to reduce the idea to practice, we will fup- 
pofe ten members of a Baptift church in your vicinity 
attend at one of your communion feafons, with a deiire 
to enjoy privileges with you j but when the church is 
called upon to a£t upon their requeft, they inform thofe 
brethren that with five of them they are fully fatisfied, 
and bid them a cordial welcome to a feat in their com- 
munion ; but to the others they obferve, they have not 
obtained the evidence of their * real piety ;' and there- 
fore muft confeientioufly refufe to partake with them. 
It is natural to fuppofe that the feelings of thefe breth- 
ren would be wounded upon fuch an occafion ; fome on 
their own account, and fome on account of others. 
And the church to which they belong might confider 
themfelves injured j and it is likely the etfeit would be 



14-2 Obftrvations on the 

contention, rather than peace. Difficulties fimilar to 
the above are fairly fuppofeable. 

It" you pleafe, tSir, we will now fuppofe a different cafe. 
It fo happens, that feveral of your brethren remove into 
the neighbourhood of :: Baptift church, and from their 
filiation are deiirous of enjoying privileges with them. 
The Baptiits, enlightened by your fen.iments, are 
equally deftrous of indulging them *, and although 
theft brethren have not received baptifni in the way 
which the church understand the inftitution, yet as they 
appear to be fmccre^ which i is the very soul and es- 
se x\ce cf conformity to Chrift/ the church cordially 
grant their requeit. For a feafon they enjoy privileges 
together, and no particular difficulty arifes ; but at 
length one cf thofe communicants becomes diuatisfied 
with refpecfc to his infant baptifm •, and in the exercife 
of godly fmcerity is led to believe, that it is his indilpen- 
fable duty to be immerfed. But while waiting a con- 
venient opportunity for that purpofe, a communion fea- 
fon intervenes \ it now becomes a ferious queftion, 
both with him and the church, whether it be duty for 
him to communicate in his prefent fituation ? As the 
church adopted this new mode of communion in con- 
formity to your fyftem, they think proper to recur to 
it, in order to decide the prefent doubtful cafe. They 
firft confult the terms on which you propofe free com- 
munion \ thefe they f.nd to be < real piety or c godly fm- 
cerity. ' That the man was a fubjec^ of thefe qualifica- 
tions when they flrfr admitted him, they have no 
doubt ; and they sre equally fatisfied of his Ji/iceritj 
and piety with his prefent views; and at firft are in- 
clined to think it may be his duty to communicate. 
But there is one diih'culty ftiil which fecms to embarrafs 
their proceeding ; that is, if they underirand you right, 
(p. 9) it is not a queftion with you, < Whether baptifni 
in fame mode be an effential qualification? And although 
the perfon once Jitice rely believed himftif to be baptized, 
he now as fincerely believes he is not \ and * as a man 
tlmke'h in his heart Jo is he.' For the fcripture being 
'file/it refpefling his infant baptifm,' the only thing 
which gave it validity, either with hhnfelf or the 
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church, was his fincerity •, but that failing in this par- 
ticular, this muft confequently fail with it ; and he can 
no longer be confidered as baptized, than while he fin- 
cerely believes himfelf to be fo. He is now, in his own 
View, and in the view of the church, unbaptized. And 
I cannot fee but that he muft appear in the fame light 
to youj upon your own fcale of reafoning. But, how- 
ever, he is unqueftionably pofTeffed of real piety and 
pdlyjinceritjy which are your diftinguifhing terms of 
communion ; and yet, as he i3 in his own opinion un- 
baptized, he lacks an c effential qualification? It follows, 
that by your fyftem he is both qualified, and unqualifi- 
ed, at the fame time. 

Befides, the Baptift church would not appear in the 
moft confident light, to baptize a perfon with whom 
they had probably communed feveral years ; and 
yet the man cannot aft confidently with godly fincerity 
without it. Upon the whole, I am inclined to think, 
when you review your plan in its operation, you will 
conclude fome amendments are necefiary. 

In connexion with your defign, you have another ob- 
fervation, upon which I (hall make one or two remarks. 
Tou fay, c I fiiall negleft to pay any particular attention 
to the fubjeft of infant baptifm ,- not becaufe that I 
think our fide fails of fcripture evidence, but becaufe 
many abler hands have been employed on the fubjeft, 
and becaufi I think it to be needlefs with refpeft to the 
fubjeft of clofc communion.' This observation appears 
a little extraordinary, and that for two re^fons. 1. 
That you fliould fuggeft that the fcripture affords am- 
ple proof in favour of your fentiments ; ard yet in 
another part of your Letter, (p. **5) if I do not much 
miftake, you make this hone ft concefilon, Th.it the 
fcripture as to infant baptifm is silent ! Strange indeed ! 
Pull of evident, and yet f lent ! entirely filent ! We 
cheerfully yield you the unmolefted enjoyment of all 
the evidence which infant bapiifm c?n derive from the 
, fitnee of fcripture refpecting it.* 2. That you fiiouii 
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fuppofe that infant baptifm is not conoe&ed with 
.fubjedt in difpute. I fuppofe, Sir, that it is particul 
. conne&ed ; for it is entirely upon the fuppofition © 
validity* that you claim a. right to communicate with 
Therefore, had you brought forward that teftim 
from fcripture which you inform us your « fide does 
fail of/ and had proved by example or precept , (I a. 
not byftlent evidence, however) that infant baptifm 
of divine appointment, this would have ended 
whole difpute.* You cannot be infeniibie that this 
jeclion has always been made on our part, and to n 
appears rational and important. I endeavoured c 
fully to ftatc it in my other Piece, and as yours is 
to contain an anjwer to it 9 I did not expect it in 
way, that * you fliould neglect to fay any tl 
about it.' 

It may be proper in the next place to attend to 
manner in which you anfwer a cafe propoied in 
other Piece. The cafe was plain, and I hun 
conceive quite to the point in hand. The iubft; 
of the que (lion was this \ Had Enoch, Noah, or 1 
chizedeck, been contemporary with Mofes, woulc 
have permitted them to communion in the paf 
fupper while uncircumcifed ? Or had Noah been f 
ent when the tabernacle was erected, and had t 
difpofed to have given the people a fermon, upon 
incarnation of the Son of God, and the righte 
nefs of faith, of which that facred ftructure was 
ical, would not Mofes and the people have chee] 
ly heard him ? And yet the poiitive law of Jehc 
would have forbidden his partaking at the paf 
feail, 

ment. No man ever pretended it " " That if there be no direc* 
dencc for infant baptilm from the hiftorical relation of fuels i: 
New T». (lament, fureiy no argument agiinft i: can be made out 
iSvcfdence of the facred writers in reference thereunto." Defence i 
fain baptifm, p. 79, 85 

* To admit that the filcncc of fcripture reflecting any point i 
pute affords full evidri.ee in ir^ favour, appears u me as i national 
«dmit the evidence of the v/a'.ch fet to keep the body cf Jefus, 
declared chat Ms djfcipk* ilok Uiiu away while thicy n.t.21 ! 
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To this you anfwer, < We fhall not difpute but that 
Mofes would have admitted thofe ambaffadors to preach ; 
being convinced %>f their divine commiffion. Nor would 
he have forbidden their partaking of the pafchal feaft, 
had they been circumcifed, whether it were done in 
infancy or adult age, before or after believing, with 
% knife, a razor, a fcythe, a fickle, or even a (harp 
(tone*' 

Sir, did you think this would be considered as an 
anfwer ? It certainly will not. Inftead of looking the 
argument fairly in the face, you have endeavoured quite 
to evade it. 

You agree that Mofes would have admitted thofe am- 
bafladors to preach. The queftion then was, whether 
he would have received them to the pafchal feaft, 
while uncircumcifed ? Inftead of a direct anfwer, 
you reply, * Nor would he have forbidden their par- 
taking of the pafchal feaft had they been circumci- 
fed/ True, Sir ; nor will your victory coft you any 
thing } for this point was never difputed. You pro- 
ceed to remark feveral circumftances refpefting circum- 
cifion \ but take particular care not to mention any 
which would affect the validity of the rite. Nor are 
the cafes parallel between the circumftances mentioned, 
and that of infant baptifm. This will fufficiently ap- 
pear by what follows : as 1. c Whether it were done in 
infancy or adult age,' no matter which ; for infants of 
tight days old were exprefsly mentioned in the inftitu- 
tion, and they were commanded on that day to circurri- 
cife them j and repeated examples from fcripture prove 
that it was done. Let the right of infants to baptifm 
be as fairly made out, and the point will be given up. 
2. Whether « before or after believing ;' this was en- 
tirely immaterial. For the command was, And he that 
is eight days old (hall be circumcifed among you, every man* 
child in your generations, he that is born in the houfe or 
bought with money of any Jlr anger ', which is not of thy feed-*- 
mifl needs be circumcifed.* It hence follows, that believ- 
ing was not required in the iiibjedts for circumcifion, 
nor yet that the parents Jhould be believers ; for the 

* Gen. jy'i. ia,i$. 
o 
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child of an idolatrous heathen, bought for a flave, ha 
as fair a claim to that inftitution, as any of the believin 
fons of Abraham. This cannot be faid of the gofp 
inftitution ; for when one faid, See here is water ; whs 
doth hinder me to be baptized i The reply was, j 
thou believejt with all thine heart , thou may eft* And a) 
though fome believing parents claim the privilege c 
Baptifm for their children, I do not remember to hav 
heard that any ever did for their fervants. Nor doe 
the benevolent doctrine of infant baptifm make any pro 
vifion for the ill-fated infant, whole parents are hot! 
unbelievers. 3. Whether circumcifion were performet 
« with a knife, a razor, a fcythe, a fickle, or even a iharj 
ftone,' we acknowledge it equally valid, providing thi 
rite was performed. So likewife fhould we look upoi 
baptifm to be valid if performed in Jordan, in th 
Tiber y in a pond, in a pool, in a cijlern, in a font, or in an; 
other place where water could conveniently be had fui 
ficient to immerfe in. 

But if you pleafe, Sir, we will vary the circumftancc 
a little. If inftead of performing the rite upon th 
part appointed, a perfon had opened a vein in his am 
cut off the end of his toe, his thumb, or the tip of hi 
right ear ; had either of thefe been performed with a 
the folemnities of the other rite, it cannot be fuppofe 
that it would have been accepted for circumcifioi 
And yet, perhaps, the diflimilarity is not greater tx 
tween either of the fuppofed cafes and the command? 
rite, than between fprinkling and immerfion. 

We will now take notice of what you obferve (p. SJ 
You fay, « It has been difficult for us to fee the coofifi 
ency of your conduct, in refilling to commune at th 
Lord's table with our denomination ; while at the faro 
time, you practically acknowledge our Minifters to b 
authorized and qualified to preach the gofpel/ Th: 
we are perfectly free from inconfiftency will not be pre 
tended *, nor do we think that a compliance with you 
mode of communion, would free us from the charge 
Perhaps with our prefent different views, we cannot ad 
snore confidently than to follow the advice given b 

* AdU viii. 36, 37. 
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the apoftle ; " Whereto we have already attained, let 
us walk by the fame rule, let us mind the fame thing."* 
We have attained to an agreement in praying to the 
fame God and Father of all ; and alfo in preaching the 
gofpel of his Son Jefus Chrift. But we have not at- 
tained to an agreement with refpedl to the fubjects and 
mode of baptifm ; nor in the vifible qualifications of 
communicants for the Lord's table. How can two walk 
together except they be agreed ? But mult we be 
charged with inconfiftency, for net difagreeing in the 
things we are agreed in, or merely becaufe we are 
agreed in fome things, and not in all ? It fo, we rauft 
patiently fubmit to the charge, until the happy time 
comes when we (hall fee eye to aye. 

Although we do not think of clearing ourfelves of 
inconfiftency, by charging your coiiduft with the fame ; 
yet it may not be improper here to inquire, whether 
your conduct towards us in fome inltiuices, be quite 
coniiftent with your profeflions of friendfhip in eftab- 
liflnngyra communion with us ? If you confider us as 
a branch of ChrirVs church, with whom you would be 
willing to enjoy Chriftian communion, why do you re- 
fiife to difmifs and recommend your members to us, 
when they are in good ftanding in your churches, and 
wifli to join ours ? I conclude, Sir, you are feniible 
that this privilege has been generally denied, and this 
reafon has been often affigned for the denial ; That to 
difmifs a member to a Baptift church, would be to ac- 
knowledge it a church of Chrift. But would you be 
willing to communicate with any who do not belong to 
his church ? You certainly would not. 

Permit me, Sir, to mention one thing more. Why 
are your pulpits fo frequently denied to the Minifters 
of our denomination ? Is it becaufe they are heterodox 
in doctrine, or vicious in their conduft ? They are not 
charged with either. Is it becaufe they may want 
literary accomplifhments ? This might be imagined, 
were it not that thofe who poflefs them are often denied 
as well as others. Is it becaufe we do not communicate 
with you at the table ? If you complain of our being 

• Phil HI 1 6. 



14$ Objection: anfwerei. 

uncharitable in this, remember you are not to render 
evil for evil ; but contrariwife.* 

Thefe objections are not to be taken indifcrirainately ; 
no, many of our Paedobaptift brethren meet us upon tht 
moft friendly terms \ reciprocal love and efteem mingle 
in our ibciety \ and although we pretend not to hew 
dominion over each other* s faith) yet we become helpers ofm 
another's joy.-[ 



SECTION X. 

Several Objttlions particularly anfuuered, The Subjcft 

concluded. 

OIR, I cannot do juftice to myfelf and the $t* 
r.omination to which I belong, without taking notice of 
ii'veral charges which you have brought againft us. In 
the firft place, you have charged me with * quotifig 
Jcripture' in a method calculated to miflead the ignorant 
iaxl inattentive $' of i arrogancy and uncharitablnefs •/ 
and of < having done great injury to the apoftle Paul.' 
(Page I7j 35, 38.) 

The firft inftance of which you complain, is in the 
following words ; <c Sincerity is not the term of com- 
munion ; but being conformed to the apoftles' do&rine, 
and continuing ftedfaftly therein. Ac"ls ii. 42." Upon 
which you thus obferve ; i From the manner of your 
citing, or rather alluding, to this text, it would be nat- 
ural to expect that upon examination we (hould find 
the infpired writer defcribing the terms of communion/ 
I conclude, Sir, upon examination this does abundantly 

• Perhaps fome who have thus been denied, by their c (Ulcere* but 
differing brethren, have been indulged with the fpacious temple of their 
toyal Matter, and with much the fame accommodations which he had* 
Whilft « The Lord of lords and King of kings, is neither afraid boc 
aihamed' to accompany them to fome friendly Jhade, or to a humble 
pall, refembling the birth-place of Immanuel ; and there bleffcs tbeix* 
jabours to the comfort and falvation of his people. 

f a Cor i. £4- 
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appear. Nor am I convinced, that the paflage is not 
pertinent to the purpofe for whieh it was cited ; and 
if it does not defcribe the terms of communion, I know 
not of any one which does. ( But (you fay) in (lead of 
this, we find him Amply relating the conduct of fome 
young converts, who had been already admitted to 
communion/ But, Sir, do you not miftake ? He is 
here defcribing the very manner in which thefe con- 
verts were admitted j and which fully (hows the c apos- 
tolic practice.* 

But what is the account given of their proceedings ? 
You anfwer, < Let us read the 41ft and 42d verfes in 
connexion.' Then they who gladly received the word were 
haptized ,• and the fame day there were added unto them 
about three thou/and fouls. And they continued Jiedfafily in 
the apoftles* doclrine and fellowjbipy and in bjreaking of breads 
and in prayers. And were they not baptized until they 
received the word ? No, they were not ; and were 
they baptized and no others ? The fcripture is totally 
1 filent' as to any others. Nor did they join the body 
of believers or church, until they received the word, 
and were baptized. You fay, « They had already been 
admitted to communion.' I would beg to know, where 
you find any account of their having been admitted be- 
fore this ? 

You farther obferve, c That any perfon of good dis- 
cernment may fee, that in this text there is no appear- 
ance of defign to afcertain the terms of communion.' 
Let the defign be what it may, here is evidently afcer- 
tain ed the apoftolic practice } and the exact manner, 
ftep by ftep, in which they proceeded to communion. 
The paflage of fcripture which you introduce, as be- 
ing fo very appofite to your mode of communion, and 
on which you lay muchilrefs, is this ; * Bt ye followers^ 
Gcd as dear children ' The * difcerning reader'' will now 
judge, whether in this paflage there is any greater c ap- 
pearance of defign, to afcertain the terms of commu- 
Bion,' than in the one which I alluded to. But, how- 
em, " If to be conformed to the apoftlcs' doctrine, and; 
continuing ftedfaftly in.it," be a dangerous practice, and 
•calculated to mifleadthe ignorant and inattexttH!.^ ^^ 

o 2 
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flxould be gl&d to fee the danger pointed out, and a bet- 
ter fyftem of doctrine propofed for imitation. 

In my other Piece, in anfwering feveral pleas in fa- 
vour of free communion, I obferved that is had been 
urged) " That the fcripture account of baptifm, was 
left in fo much darknefs and ambiguity, both as to the 
fubjefts and mode, that nothing certain could be deter- 
mined." In remarking upon which I made the follow-* 
ing obfervation ; " It may be remembered that when 
the talents were committed to the fervants to occupy, 
the two who improved made no complaints ; the other 
had a hard mailer, an auftere man, and a great many 
difficulties flood in the way of duty." After making 
your farcaftical paraphrafe upon my obfervation, you 
bring forward your charge of c arrogancy and unchar- 
itablenefs ;' to which it may be. replied — The obferva- 
tion was defigned entirely for thofe who make the 
above plea *, and no one will feel himielf injured by the 
application, if he be not the character defcribed. And 
however < arrogant and uncharitable' it may appear, 
thus to blame the conduct of thofe who bring forward 
the pUa y fo long as they are confidered only as fervants ; 
it cannot be thought niorefo, than the plea itfelf, againft 
Chrift our royal mafter. 

To plead the want of fufficient light in the fcriptures, 
as the reafon of our wrong lentiments, is indeed to im- 
peach Chrift. « To fuppofe this, (faith Dr. Hopkins) 
is a reproach on divine revelation, and the Author of it, 
and an implicit denial that it comes from God."* 

But laftly, you accufe me of having « done great in- 
jury to the apoftle Paul.' If it be fo I ihall be forry 
indeed. But what have I done to the apoftle ? Why 
you fay, « Yob have quoted his words without any 
appearance of regard to the connexion.' And what 
then ? Is this injuring the apoftle ? Are we never to 
ufe the words of the infpired writers in any other fenfe 
than what they did ? Do not the beft writers frequent- 
ly quote fcripture (by way of accommodation, or for the 
fake of the phrafe) without attending ftriftly to the 
connexion ? In fhort, have you not frequently done it 

* ViJ Syftcm, Vol. u. ^. 3*3. 
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yourfelf i One or two of your quotations will deter* 
mine the matter, * As a man thinketh in his heart fi is 
he. 9 Did you attend to the connexion here, and ufe 
the words in the fame fenfe which the royal preacher 
did i It is evident you did not. Again, when you 
would fix the charge of inconfiftency upon us, for re- 
futing to communicate with thofe with whom you 
iuppoie Chrift communes, you can introduce the apoftle 
Paul as exhorting the Baptifts, < to be followers of God 
as dear children.' I (hall not fay that you have c great- 
ly injured the apoftle ;' but I hardly think that in the 
pofiage above, he had reference to our communicating 
with you at the Lord's table. 

The paffage which I quoted was the following ; 
u Now we command you in the name of our Lord Je- 
&& Chrift, that ye withdraw yourfelves from every 
brother who walketh diforderly, and not after the tra- 
dition which he received of us."* In applying this to 
my brethren, I obferved, " It may be your duty to with- 
draw from them whom you confider as not conformed 
to the tradition of the apoftles, fo far, as not to partake 
together at the Lord's table." No candid mind can be 
at a lofs, as to the exact fenfe in which I ufed the apos- 
tle's words ; nor can they think that I ufed the word 
tradition abfolutely in the fame fenfe which he did. 
His words are quite in the imperative, mine in the mild 
fubjunfiivc mood. 

You have been pleafed to ftyle St. Paul an « eminent 
peace maker ; and have collected many paflages of fcrip- 
ture to prove, that to this end « he was made all things to 
all men/ (not for the fake of communicating with them, 
but) « that be might by all means save fome.' But fhall 
we, from the condefcending light in which you have 
reprefented the apoftle, conclude, that if he were among 
the Baptifts, he would become a Baptift ; and fully ap- 
prove of their mode of baptifm, and of their denying the 
right of infants, while at the fame time he might know, 
that the inftitution did not require the former, and that 
it exprefsly enjoined the latter ? Or on the other hand, 
if he were among the Paedobaptifts, fhall we fuppofe 

• % Thc& iii. 6. 
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him one with them ; and that he would cordially 
prove of their mode of baptizing infants, when ai 
fame time he might know, that neither Jubjetls nor 
were according to the inftitution ? Would fober re 
venerate fuch a character as this ? No. It would 
upon him as an unprincipled time-ferver* 

To fuppofe that St. Paul would conform to e 
party which he might occafionally be among, woul 
to make him refemble that peculiar animal, which 
takes of the colour of every fubftance which it hap 
to be upon ! I confefs, I form no fuch opinion of 
great apoftle's catholicifm ; but conclude, were 
among us, he would fay to thofe in the right, " . 
J praife you, brethren , that ye remember me in all things, 
keep the ordinances , as I delivered them to you" Bi 
thofe in the wrong, < c Now in this that I declare unto 
I praife you nit"* 

But we pafs on, 

Secondly, To confider the charges which you exl 
againft our fentiments. In your viith. part you pro 
to lhow, what appears to you to be the natural teni 
cy of our fentiments and practice ; and finally concl 
that they t tend to break up all churches, and tc 
ftroy all vifible communion among Chriftians.'-f- If 
be the cafe, no wonder you are alarmed. But* Sir, 
miftake. The churches of our denominatioi 
America, contain upwards of Jlxty thmfand mem 
which hold vifible coaimunion together : nor did I ■ 
know, that any attempt had been made on our part 
deftroy the viiible communion of Chriftians in gen< 
And certainly, were our fentiments univerfally to 
erate, they would unite in one great body all Chrifi 
to the ends of the earth. 

* i Cor. 3.1- J,, : J. 

f Although I have not written documents to prove, yet I have 
ible information, that a Conference or Council was lome time 
called at Weft Stockbridge, to advife, whether it were confident fo 
two denominations in that place to build a church, and wa'k toge 
It was unanimouilv agreeod in the negative. Two of the Paedobf 
Miniftcrs were, Rev. Dr. West, Rev. Mr. Camp. Baptifh, Rev. M 
Wordkn, and Biooo, 
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But yoH object again and fay, * Tour fentiinent and 
practice tend to lead people to place the ejfence of religion 
m the external obfervance of ceremonial inftitutions, to 
die neglect of the weightier matters of the law.' 

This, Sir, is not true. For our fentiments carry the 
fblleft demonstration to the contrary. It is a fact uni- 
verfally known, that no perfon can be admitted as a 
member in a Baptift church, let his externals be what 
they may, without Sufficient evidence that he has expe- 
rienced a change of heart, and has become a real Chrif- 
traa. We do not baptize perfons to make them Chris- 
tians, but becaufe we look upon them to be fuch already. 
And it is well known, that a perfon cannot be accepted 
with us, on account of lineal defcent from Abraham, or 
any other believer ; nor by virtue of a pretend e& federal 
bolinefs ; nor can they make a profefiion by proxy or 
fottfors ; but by their own voluntary act. We never 
baptize perfons out of our ordinary way, who aFe in 
danger of death ; nor do we ever give the communion 
to any who are unbaptized. How then can you pofli- 
hly fay, with any appearance of modefty or iutfcice, that 
our * fentiments tend to lead people to place the ejfince 
of religion in the external obfervance of ceremonial 
mftitutions V 

You follow this charge with a number of ungenerous 
reflections upon the Miniiters of our denomination. 
To make this appear, I would only a(k ; Were I to 
charge your Miniiters with ' taking up much of their 
time in public and in private^ difputing about' infant bap- 
tifm ; and fhould have the vanity to fay, they had bet- 
ter f inculcate upon their hearers the nature and impor- 
tance of universal benevolence, the duties of brotherly 
love, juftice, mercy, and companion 5 to live ufeful lives, 
ferving their generation by the will of God •,' (as if thefe 
vere almoft, if not entirely neglected 5 and ihould af- 
fure them, that if they would take my advice) < they 
would do much more good in the world, appear much 
lefs like the Scribes and Pbarifeesf which they now re- 
femble, € and much more like Christ and his Apos- 
tles,' which we fo exactly imitate ; would you not 
think me juftly chargeable with ( arrogancy and unthar- 
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itabieneft ? 9 I leave the matter to your own feelings. A 
word to the wife is fufficient. . 

Another thing you charge us with, is, that we lay an j 
c undue fire ff upon the ordinance of baptifm, or at leaft j 
upon cur particular mode. This comes rather with an 
ill gracei from one of a denomination, which evidently \ 
make as much, if not more of the ordinance than 
we do. 

But we will not reft the matter here, without a fair j 
examination. Do we in fift on baptifm in any mode, as \ 
ejfential to falvation ? You allow that we do not. Do j 
we place it in the room of redeeming bloody and think that ; 
by our immeriion we wafli away our fins ? No, you 
acquit us from this alfo. Do we look upon it as an in- 
ftituiion of Chrift, which we are facredly bound to ob- 
ferve ? We do \ and fo do you. Do we look upon it 
as an enjoined pre-reciuiiite to communion ? We do ; 
and fo do Psedobaptifts in general. But how does it 
appear then that we lay an « undue ftrefs* upon it ? 
Why you fay, c I verily fear J 9 — (quite a conclusive way 
of arguing ; but go on) « I verily fear, that with many, 
a change in fentiment in favour of your opinion, has 
been allowed great weight as an evidence of a real change 
of heart? I witti, Sir, you had proved the matter, in- 
ftead of fuggefting your fears. But you add, c It has 
been frequently mentioned by thofe of your denomina- 
tion, as an evidence of great felf-denial, for a perfon to 
be a Baptift, or to be plunged. And when I hear fuch 
things, it always excites fears in my mind.' — Sir, the 
mere thoughts of a perfon's being plunged) feems to 
have ftruck you with a hydrophobia, and quite agitated 
your mind ! — But let us try calmly to examine the 
matter. 

It will probably be granted, that the time has been, 
when it required fome degree of ft If denial to be a Bap- 
tift ; when the pen of the hiftorian, and the tongue of 
the orator, were inviciioufly employed, in reprcfenting * 
us in the mod ridiculous snd whimficai light ■, while 
the pulpit thundered, and the prefs groaned with heavy 
charges againft the daring innovators. At the fame 
lime, the civil law. added its wild difcipline of ejeclion, 
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hnj/bmentj and profcriptioh. But thanks be to Heaven, 
a milder morn has dawned upon us ; the crofs is 
lightened, and we have few complaints of this kind to 
make. 

It may be proper now to confider, whntjlrefs has 
been, and is, laid upon this ordinance, by Paedobaptifts. 
It was faid by our Saviour, " Except a man be born of 
water, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God." 
Thisf pafTage was very early expounded literally of wa- 
ter bap til rn, and the confequence admitted, that no per- 
fon could be faved without it. Hence all infants dying 
unbaptized, inevitably perifhed. 

In the year 416, a council was held at Mela in Nu- 
midia, in order to eftablifh a law to compel Christians 
to baptize their infants. They ifiued twenty-feven 
new commandments, among which are the following. 
" It is the pleafure of all the bifhops prefent in this 
holy fynod to order, 1. That vhofoeyer faith Adam 
was created mortal, and would have died, if he had not 
finned ; be accurfed. 2. Alfo it is the pleafure of the 
bifhops to order, that whofoever denieth that infants 
newly born of their mothers are to be baptized, or faith 
that baptifm is to be adminiftered for the rexniffion of 
their own fins, but not on account of original fin derived 
from Adam, and to be expiated by the laver of regene- 
ration ; be accurfed."* 

In the reign of the emperor Charlemagne, a law was 
eftablifhed, making it death for a man to refufe to be 
baptized ; and a heavy fine was levied on the parent, 
who did not have his child baptized within the year. 
But as at firft they only baptized at two times in the 
year, it was found that many died between $ to remedy 
which, priefts were empowered to baptize at any time, 
and in any place, in cafe of ficknefs. When it was re- 
marked that a pried was not always at hand, new canons 

• Vid. Condi. Milevitan, in R<:binfr-n. " An honeft indignation, 
(fay* a hiilori. nj rife.; at the found of fuch tyianny; and if a man 
wer* driven to the ntccflity of ch«ofing oi e faint out of two candidates, 
it would not be Auflin, it would l>e Saint Balaam, the fon of Bofor, who 
indeed loved the wages of unrightcoufneff, as many other faints have 
done ; but who with all his madnefs had rcfpe& cm ugh for the Deity 
to fay, Hwjtul! I m c:trf: xib m (Jed bail nut „urfcd'.* 
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empowered him to depute others to perform the cere- ' 
xnony, and midwives were licenfed. It happened fome- 
times, while the midwife was baptizing a child not like- 
ly to live many minutes, the mother was negle&ed arid 
died. It was finally decreed, that any body, licenfed or 
unlicenfed, a Jew, or degraded pried, a fcullion or fclon, 
might baptize.* j 

Let us now attend to an inftance of a later date* | 
About the year 1690, there were two diflenting Minit 
ters in Wapping. Hercules Collins, who taught a Bap- .] 
tift congregation ; and Francis Mence, who taught ft 1 
congregation of Independents. Collins publifhed a { 
book of reaions for believers' baptifm, in which he ob- 
ferved, among other things, that there was no " reafon 
to baptize an infant under pretence of faving it ; for 
that original fin was not wafhed off by baptifmal water, 
but by the blood of Chrift, and the imputation of his • 
righteoufnefs." Mence thought it his duty to guard 
Jiis congregation from this error j and he both preached 
and printed, that this was " infant-damning dotlrm? 
** The principle (he faid) evidently excluded dear in- 
fants from the kingdom of God, which was an auda- 
cious cruelty ; fending them by fwarms into 11611!'* 
Collins attempted to explain himfelf, and vindicate his 
do&rine — but all in vain. The oppofition rofe to fuch 
a height, that his life was endangered ; the ftreets re- 
founding with the cries of tender mothers, who Shriek- 
ed as they fold fifh, " There goes Col/ins, who holds the 
damnation of infants."f And all this becaufe he de- 
nied the neceility of baptifm to their falvation. But 
the fentiments of the prefent day, next call for our at- 
tention. J 

The form of fervice now in ufe among our brethren j 
•f the Epifcopal church, leads us to fuppofe, that they 
afcribe quite as much efficacy to the ordinance as we 
do. For they, immediately after baptizing, make the 
following addrefs : " Seeing, dearly beloved brethren, 
that this child is regenerate, and grafred into the body of 
ChrifVs church, let us give thanks to Almighty God (ot 

* Robinfoii's Hid. p. 427. Anil Primitive Chrift iaiuty, p. 191. 
f Robinfon's Hiiloi-y, p. 456. 
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hefe benefits.-— -We yield thee hearty thanks, moft 
merciful Father, that it hath pleafed thee to regenerate 
this infant with thy Holy Spirit, to receive him for, 
thine own child by adoption" And when the children are. 
thought capable of catechetical inftruction,,the catechiit 
thus interrogates ; " Who gave thee this name ? My 
fponfors in my baptifm, wherein I was mai>e a mem- 
ber of Chrift, a child of God, and an inheritor of the 
kingdom of heaven. "* Dr. Hopkins, when fpeaking 
of the Weftminfter Catechifra, takes notice of thi-; an- 
fwer ; " Baptifm is a facrament, wherein the walhing 
with water, in the name, &c doth fignify and feal our in- 
grafting into Chrift. — This catechiim is received by the 
church of Scotland, and by all, or molt of the Prefby- 
terian and Congregational churches in England, Ireland, 
and America \ and taught to their children." He then 
adds, " If baptifrn f Ignifies and feals what it is here faid 
to do ; then infants, when they are baptized, are vilibly, 
or in the view of the church, ingrafted into Chrift> and 
made partakers of the blefiings of the covenant of 
5race."f 

Now, Sir, let us juft collect thefe fcattered rays of 
j vide nee to a focus. — To conclude that all who die un- 
aptized eternally u perifli $" to " levy heavy fines" to 
>blige parents to baptize their children ; to " licenfe 
jven midlives to baptize, rather than it mould not be 
lone ; to " curfe" thofe who deny the necellity of it to 
he falvation of infants •, to call the denial of it " infant- 
damning doclrine " to thank God that the infant by 
aptifm is " regenerated ;" to teach children to believe, 
hat in their baptifm,;they were " made wetnbers of Chrift, 
md children of God " and that baptifm doth fig nify, and 
1 feal their ingrafting into Chrjl" and that they are 
hereby made partakers of the bleilings of the covenant 
rf grace. 

If, after attending to the (evidence here exhibit- 
ed, the charge againft us of laying an " undue Jlnfs" 
ipon baptifm iliould ba continued ; the author of the 
"Friendly Letter* is moieftlyrequefted to produce proof 

* Vid. The office of public baptifm of infants, and ibe catccliifau 
$ Sj&cm, Vol, ii. p. 394. 
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from the writings of the Baptifts to (how, that they as- 
cribe ny greater efficacy to it than their Padobaptift 
• brethren do.* 

Tiie laft thing which I (hall remark upon, is a c quei/ 
which you fuggeft in the following words : * May k 
not be owing to t'ie manner in which/?//i* preachers of 
your denomination have treated the fubject of baptifm, 
that io many profeflors of your feft have turned Dejfit% 
Shakers % Unive'/i/lh, &c. ? ' Upon this I would briefly 
obfer\e \ It is thought you would have aftcd more con- 
iirtently with your title page, and other profeffions of 
candour, that if you had known any inftances in which 
the fob/eel h t \d oeen fo treated, to have pointed them out 
to the imprudent teacher, rather than to have call 
\\\ejlir indifcriminately upon the whole denomination. 
But, Sir, we cannot admit the fuppofed fact to be true. 
Tor although it may be difficult to determine the exaft 
numb- r of Detfls, Shakers , and Univerfalijts* and what 
their lentiments have heretofore been ; yet we think 
ourfelves under as good advantages to know the ftate 
of our churches, as any others can be : for we have an 
annual correfpondence with them from the diftrift of 
Maine to the ftate of Georgia \ and alfo with our breth- 
ren on the other fide the Atlantic. Hence we are con- 
iiJent, that if they principally originate from us, their 
number muft be fniall. 

But fliould it even be allowed, that a greater number 
of oar denomination had gone over to the above lent*- 
montrs than from any other, will it hence follow, thai 

* It is a queflion with fome thinking perfons, whether to teach 
children to believe, that by baptifm they are 4{ regenerated" and " in* 
grafted into Chrift, and made partaken of the blcilings of the covenant 
of oracc," w not laying an " undue ftreis' upon the ordinance ?— I will 
add the fi»nt innent of a late writer " A virtftous profeflion," faith he, 
44 of the i.'hriftian religion is founded in faith in Chriit, and from tkb 
firtl c'-.nient all afteractions naturally flow : but where, as in profcffiqg 
ipfa:i:s. the primordial element is not and cannot he, religion rife* on I 
poilu.»tum, or affumed proof. The lives of i'uch nominal ChriuiatM 
give too much evidence, that they are ChriiUans only by prepoffcffiittf 
and hen e come innumerable errors, paino.xs and vices. Having Mf 
reafons of their own for eitier faith or .irtue, they know nothing 4f 
rhe rtllgij j whu-i' they profck> and avoid none oi thj crixaet si ffll 
intended to deftfoy." 
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it was becaufe they had once been c plunged all uncles 
water?' Do you ferioufly think that one in thirty 
would acknowledge, that any circumffcances connected 
with their being immerfed, led them to embntcc thofe 
fintiments ? It is doubted whether this would appear 
upon examination. 

Tou inform us that you c fnggcft this query without 
any defign to reproach/ Sir, your ikftgn falls not 
within our jurifdiclion to judge \ but the query itfelfi we 
are obliged to view as a groundlefs, illiberal reflection. 

If the caufe you are engaged in cannot be fupported 
\ff fiber fatlsy founded on rational evidence, without 
oiaking ufe of fuch feeble auxiliaries as your own k fears y 
fifggefiionSf and queries, 9 you will not think it ftrange if 
wre (hould not become converts to yonr fentiments. 
Bat you continue your fuggeftion and aft, < Is it not 
(uppofeable, that from the manner in which /owe have 
treated the fubject of baptifm, thefe apoftates were iirft 
led to fuppofe it a great attainment in religion, to be 
plunged all under water ? This fuppoiition places the 
whole of thefe apoftates (as you call them) to our ac- 
count : and that they were led on to this apoftafy 
merely by wrong inftrucYions refpefting baptifm. But, 
4o you know this certainly to be the cafe with any one 
individual ? or with any confiderable number of them ? 
If not, your fuppoiition muft appear in an unfriendly 
light, and - c calculated to miilead the ignorant and in- 
attentive.' 

You conclude your alarming defcription, by prefent- 
ing them to the eye of imagination, as * now Jinking in 
the quickfands which border on final perdition ! Fan- 
iards fatal box could fcarce contain more evils than you 
attribute to baptifm by immerfion ! En lightened reafony 
however, makes a paufe, — and aiks, Can it be fo P Hoafy 
experience inftantly comes forward, and afferts that the 
facl is known to be other wife. 

O thou condefcending Redeemer, is an humble imi- 
tation of thy innocent example thus charged with lead- 
ing the fatal way to infidelity, and i final perdition V Haft 
thou not commanded us to follow thee ? and faid, << If 
ye love me, keep my commandments ?" 





TtiO* Conciujjqn* 

Sir, I have now finifhed my remarks upon ) 
Friendly Lef.hr> and fliall only beg leave to add my 
cere wilhes for your profperity in the catife of. tru 
and that you m.iy be honoured as an inftrumeu 
bringing many ions to glory. I now cheerfully ; 
mit the foregoing obfervations to the judgment c 
candid public. At the fame time humbly imploi 
the Father of mercies fo to overrule the prefent c 
troverfy, that truth may be lupported, error dete£ 
and the ordinances reftored to their primitive pur: 
that we may ta^igreed, not only fo as to hold occaft 
communion together, but according to the apoftle's 
fire, that we may be perfectly joined together in the J 
tnindy and in the fame judgment^ with refpeft to 
mode and order of gofpei inftitutions ; and that 
may all fpiah the fame thing* Then indeed, what 
prophet faw in vifion lhall in a gofpei fenfe be acc( 
pliihed ; The envy of Ephraim /ball depart, ana the aa* 
faries of Judah Jhall be cut off : Ephraim Jhall not t 
Judah* and Judah /ball not vex Ephraim.* With joy 
anticipate the happy day, when in a peculiar fenfe, 
hoKD/ball be King ruer all the earth : in that day ti 
Jhall be one Lord, and his name one !\ One faith / < 
haptifm !% . His church, on* body ; and the watch* 
with regard to gofpei inftitutions,^^// ^ eye to eye $ i 
all difputing ceafe forever. 

While waiting the arrival of that happy period 
fcall be my conftant prayer, 

f< If I am rights thy grace imparcj 

Me in the right to ft ay ; 
If I am wrong, O teach my heart 

To find tint, better xvay." 



* Jfai, xl I3« f Zech. xiv 9. J-Eph. nr. 5. 



In page 67, fecond paragraph, inftead of the three firft lines, rea 
follows: — If indeed it be evident from fcripture, " That none but fucb, 
•re thut vifibly, and in the charitable judgment of the ebureb, belle+tti? 
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&UT*wr or Msmjcmmrr^ t» win 

BE IT REMEMBERED, That on the tenth day of Septe mber, Hi 
the tbirty-firft year of the independence of the United States of 
America, Ma nncnc^Lorinc, of the faid diftrift, have depot 
itcd in this office the title of a Book, the right whereof they claim tf . 
Proprietors, in the words following, to tuit :—•" The Baptifm of Bo 
lievers only, and ths Particular Cotrfth union of the Baptift Cburche^ 
explained and vindicated. In Three Parts. The firfl— publiihed on 1 
ginally in 1789; the fecond-*-in 1794; the third — an Appendii, coo* 
tainirg Additional Obfervations and Arguments, with olriftuies or 
fevcral late Publications. By Thomas Baldwin." 

In conformity to the A& of the Coqgrefs of the United States, eatt 
tied, " An Act for the encouragement of learning, by fecuring fa 
copies of maps, charts, and books, to the Authors and Proprietor* fT 
'fuch copies, during the times therein mentioned ;" and arifbtoia Aft 
.entitled, *' An Aft fupplemcntary to in Aft, entitled, 'AnAfrfcr 
the encouragement of learning* by fecuring the copies of matt, chart* 
and boM*. to the Authors and Proprietors of fuch copies, auriag tfe, 
times therein mentioned ;* and extending the benefits thereof to at 
arts o r de figning, engraving, and etching historical and other prints" 

WILLIAM S. SHAW, Clerk cj the Difiria of Ma/acU/cUi. \ 
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APPENDIX. 



SECTION I. 

IT is with a mixture of regret and pleafure, that 
f Author of the enfuing work again relumes his pen 
this nnpleaiant controverfy. To be obliged to oppofe 
\ fentiments and pra&ice of a body of ChrHlians, fo 
peOable for their number, learning and piety, and 

many of whom he entertains cordial fentiments of 
mdihip and Christian affe&ion* is matter of no fmall 
[ret. But he feels a degree of pleafure in believing, 
t hfi is not influenced by an improper partiality for 
articular fe&, but with a laudable zeal for the honour 
Chrift, as Lawgiver and King in Zion. 
Fhe (ubje& of particular cotnmumon y has at length be- 
ne the moft important article of difpute, between 
) Baptifts and Paedobaptifts. The latter urge theJr 
ieAions with much addrefs, and feem determined if* 

will not give up this part of bur pra&ice, to have no 
igious connexion with us whatever* 
We have attempted, in, a very plain, undifguifed man- 
r, to affign the true reafons of our conduct. Thefe 
ve been either overlooked, or deemed unfatisfa&ory.' 
ley on the other hand have laboured to convince us, 
it the whole of. our practice wherein we differ from 
tm, is unfcriptural, and oppofed to the true fpirit of 
b gofpel. We * have, with all the candour we could 
nunand, endeavoured critically to examine and weigh 
eir 'arguments, but have not been able to fee their 
odufivenefs. Of courfe we remain unconvinced* 
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folemnly declare, if we know the motives of our con*. 
duct, that nothing lefs than a .conscientious regard to 
what we believe to be the will of God our Saviour 
manifefted in his word, influences our practice in thifr 
particular. 

If we have been able clearly to comprehend and ftate 
the fubject of the difpute, aud to fhew where the dif- 
ficulty lies 5 the next queftion will be, What can be 
done to bring the matter to a favourable iflue ? We 
fee at prefent only two ways, in which this can be ef- 
fected. The firft is, for each party to dr,op the difpute 
wholly, and to conclude his brother may be a Christian, 
t^iough in fcune points h$ may be erroneous. Each 
concluding to retain their fentiments entire, until they 
are convinced by the light of truth that they are wrong. 
Determining like the Bereans to feorch the fcripturej* 
and fee if thefe things are fo \ and in the mean time to 
unite in every thing in which they are agreed, in aid* 
ing the common caufe of our glorious Redeemer. 

Should the above be. rejected, we conceive the only 
remaining way will be, for each party to bring their 
whole ftrength to the conteft, and determine to coitquer, 
or be conquered. 

The former pf thefe, is certainly the moft pleaiant 
and deiirable ; and if it can be thought practicable 
ought to be purfued. What real objection can there" 
be to a practice which approximates to that charity whi& 
bdieveth all things, hopeth all things f What objection \ 
a very ferious one, fays my Paedobaptift brother I Yon 
refufe to admit me to your communion table ; and thi*. 
you pretend to do, b^caufe you fay 1 am not rightly hapr 
tized. You therefore evidently " confider me as one of 
the anticbrijlian world." And by thus treating met 
" you place me without, where are dogs, and forccrers f anl 
whoremongers, and murderers > and idolaters,, and ivhofxvcf 
loveth and maketh a lie. 99 * No, my dear brother, you in- 
fer too haftily. We do not confider you as " one of thfl 
antichri/Han world" but as a dear child of God : yet we 
•ferioufly think you are in an error refpedting baptifm 
We can by no means bring ourfelves tq believe, tbaJ 

# Vid. Mr. Auftin's Letters, p. 5, t. 
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to be a Chsiftiari, and to be baptized, are prtcifely tht 
faipe .thing. You feem to fuppofe, that we lay ax* un- 
due ftrefs upon baptifm. But is it not evident that you 
lay much more ? For the want of it> wholly unchrif- 
tianizes a perfon in your view : in ours> it only proves 
his obedience defective, without impeaching his motives. 
We fuppofe that blindmfi in patt ba% happen td to kirn, but 
4o not determine, his heart to. be. prevailingly wicked* 

The want of baptifm can take no more from a man, 
than the poffeffion of it could add to him ; for if bap- 
tifm alone would not make him a Cbriftian, then the 
want of it cannot wholly unchriftianize him. Betides, 
.if you have that charity which beareib all things, and 
vkxch enduretb all tbingx, will it not enable you to bear 
ytib us a little in. this folk,* if indeed you efteem it tp. 
fcfuch ? . * 

Should we not all aft much more in character as 
Chriftiuns/tQ unite in every point of truth in which we 
are agreed,, rather than to treat each other with fuch 
qnchriftian indifference, merely becaufe we are not 
agreed in every thing ? No, replies another Paedobaptift 
brother, all your profeflions of friendship are of no : 
avail, fo long as you " withhold communion from us, 
thereby treating us as unchriilened heathens, aliens 
.from the church and covenant of God."f My dear 
Sir, you do not do us juftice. Your inference is the 
mod unfavourable that could be made. We certainly 
mean no fuch thing by the practice which you repre- 
tend ; nor can we fee that it neceflarily implies what 
you infer. Is there no other poffible way in which we 
can manifeft our Chriftian affection to each other, un- 
lefs we meet at the fame communion table ? If the 
members of a particular church have no other way of 
sxpreffing their love to each other, than at periodical 
feafons to meet together at the Lord's table, we mult 
conclude they are unacquainted with many of the prin- 
cipal advantages to be derived from tho Chriltian pro- 

feffinn. 

The fcriptures lead us to conceive that this myjlii' rite 
Was defigned by our bleffed Saviour to represent h** 

* % Cbr. wk i, f Dr. Ofgood'i Dlfc. on ta$t\£n\, ^. i<* 
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death, and as an expreflion of our hope of intereft in if, 
and fo, by confequcnce, to be me token of Chriftian fel- 
lowlhip. But how many thoufands of Chriftians there 
are of the fame denomination, who have fellowfbip with 
each other, but who never did, and perhaps never will, 
meet together at the fame facramental table. 

It is fully believed that a confiderable proportion of 
the two denominations are agreed in the moft important 
articles of the Chriftian faith* It is hence certainly^e- 
iirable they mould unite their efforts to advance this 
beft of interefts, and to oppofe the enemies of our com- 
mon falvation, 

* Many of our brethren tell us, they have long ardent- 
ly defired this union among all real Chriftians : — but ; 
— but what ? Why we have, fay they, one very im- 
portant objection ; you will not admit us to communion 
with you. Suppofing we cannot confeientioufly ; what 
then ? Why then, we think it beft to have no religious 
connexion with you whatever. Well, if it muft be fo, 
it muft. But admitting we are in an error in this par- 
ticular, is it of fuch a nature as actually to forbid all 
Chriftian intercourfe with us ? We really believe you 
to be in an error as it refpects both the fubjecls and the 
mode of baptifm. We are willing to allow you to form 
the fame opinion of us with refpect to our terms of com- 
munion ; (for it muft be remembered that you can readily 
overlook all the reft of our errors, if we would only 
confent to free communion) now what decifion can it 
be fuppofed an impartial judge would pafs upon our 
difference of opinion on thefe points ? Would he not 
rationally conclude, that all who are in heart friendly 
to the Lord Jefus Chrift, and who agree in the efTential 
articles of the Chriftian faith, ought cordially to uiute 
their endeavours to build up the caufe of the dear Re- 
deemer ? Here we think we are willing to meet our 
brethren, and leave every thing of lefs moment to the 
light of truth to adjuft. Who then are the blameable 
caufe of the prefent difunion ? Attempts will undoubt- 
edly be made, to lay it at the door of the Baptifts : 
yea, it is already placed to their account. For, lays a 
Rev. Pfcdobaptift brother, " Were they equally liberal 
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and candid, (as we are) the unity of thefpirit in the bond 
of peace might be preferved, and all clamour, ftrife, and 
divifion, happily prevented. Upon whom then, does 
the guilt of thefe evils lie ?"* We are unwilling to 
bear the blame, if we can honourably clear ourfelves 
of it ; and we are determined to make an effort to that 
purpofe. 

In meeting our brethren on the ground above ftated, 
we think we meet them fairly. We afk no relinquith- 
ffient of fentiment on their part. We admit them juft 
as they are. But in propofing to unite with us, they 
infift upon our giving up an article which is interwoven 
with every part of our fentimenta as Baptifts. The im- 
partial will hence judge which party is juftly chargeable 
with the want of candour. 

If our brethren are determined on this point, that 
they will have no religious connexion with us, nor fellow- 
Qrip us as members of the houfehold of faith, unlefs 
tore give up our particular communion, we think we have 
a right to expert from them fatisfadtory proof of one of 
the two following articles. Namely, 

Firft. That baptifm is not, by the order of the gofpel, 
required as an indifpenfable pre-requifite to a viiible 
(fending in the church of Chrift, and confequently to a 
participation at the Lord's table. Or, 

Secondly. That neither a vifible profeffion of faith, 
nor an immerfion in water, are effential to gofpel bap- 
tifm. 

We think we have a right to expe& them to furnifh 
proof on one of thefe points, or ceafe ti blame us for 
our limited communion. We fee no way at prefent 
Kow we can give up the former,- or admit the latter, 
without violating our own confciences. And yet every 
perfon of common difcernment muft' fee, that we prac- 
tically admit one or the other* by uniting in free com- 
munion with fuch as we deem unbaptized. 

Will our brethren, who charge us with being con* f 
tiroBidva. our views, attempt to prove, that believers in 
the apoftoljc age were admitted to communicate to- 1 
gether at the Lord's table, without firft fubmitting to 

*J)r. Ofgeod'* Difc. p. n. 
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baptifm, as a prior ixiftitution ? We think they will net 
An attempt of this kind would have to encounter not 
only the fcripture hiftory, but the uniyerfal fentixnent 
and practice of Chriftians of all denominations, feom the 
commencement of the gofpel difpenfation, down to the 
prefent day : we hence conclude none will undertake 
it. As the fubjeft in difpute has not, as we recoiled 
been afiiimed on this ground, we fhall not at prefent 
attempt to adduce arguments to oppofe it* We ftaH 
therefore take it for granted, until tome one attempts to 
prove the contrary, that the two denominations are 
agreed on this point. 

The queftion in difpute may be reduced then to this 
fingle point : Whether thofe who have only beeny^rafc 
led in infancy, before they had any knowledge of good 
or evil, and confequently before they were capable of 
profefling faith in Chrift, are to be confidered as bap- 
tized perfons, (and hence duly qualified for communion 
at the Lord's table) according to the divine inftitution? 
To this queftion, the Baptifts give their decided nega- 
tive. They have uniformly infilled, that none have a 
right to the inftitution, but fuch as profefc to helim 
with mil the heart.* It alfo appears clear to them, thai 
any application of water, fhort of an, entire immerfion 
or bathing of the whole body, cannot be confidered a 
gofpel baptifou The Pxdobaptifts take the oppofit 
fide of the queftion, and attempt to prove the right o 
infants to baptifm, not from New Teftament authority 
but from the covenant of circumcipon made with Abra 
ham and his feed ; and from the fameriefs of the Jewifl 
and Chriftian churches. They alfo attempt to jufBf 
fpriokling, or any partial application of water for bag 
tifm, principally on the ground that the inftitution i 
delivered in fuch indefinite language, that nothing moi 
can be pfciitively determined, than that water in th 
name of the facred Trinity is fome how or other to b 
applied. 

from this plain ftatemeat, the reader will readil 
perceive the different ground the parties take, and wii 

* A£U viii. 37. 
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be Ale, h is hoped, in the fequel, to determine fatisfa&o* 
rivwlyich fide has the fupport of truth. 

That we may avail ourleives of all the light whidi 
Mr opponents have to offer in favour of the above fen* 
dments, we fhaH begin with an examination of their ar- 
jmnents in fapport of them. 



t*m**m 



section n. 

The Arguments for Infant Membership in the Gofpel Church, 
inferred from the Covenant of uircumcijkn, cotiftdered. 

1 HE covenant of circutncifion is a general topic 
Hotted to by nearly all the advocates for infant bap- 
tifm. Few have attempted to defend it as having de- 
rived its authority entirely from the New Teftament. 
Hence when you afk a Psedobaptift for his warrant for 
Infant baptifm, he will at once refer you to the xviith. 
chapter of Genefis, and repeat a part of the covenant 
bf circuuicifion \ (for it muft be obferved, that Paedo- 
haptifts claim no inter eft in the greater part of that cov- 
enant, any more than the Baptifts do*) Here he will 
inform you, that God was gracioufly pleafed to make 
ft grant in favour of the infant feed of the Jewifli pa* 
triarchy and promifed that the bleffing of Abraham 
tibould come on the Gentiles through faith. The fame 
grant, he will tell you, fecures to the offtpring of every 
believer the right of admiflion to the gofpel church and 
its privileges. As if this flateraent were an unequivocal 
anfwer to your inquiry, you may expeft him to turn upon 
you with an air of afiurance, and demand of you cate- 
gorical proof, when and where this rite of infants was 
ever vacated ? 
But it muft be obferved, that this is taking for 

Emted the very point in difpute ; i. e. That infants 
ve a right to gofpel baptifm, becaufe infants under the 
law had a right to circumcifion. That the .male off- 
(pang of Abraham, and of his natural feed, and of his 



172 APPENDIX. 






fervants and their feed, were proper fubjecls of the rhe 
of circumcifion, no Baptift we believe ever difputed. 
But) that the partial rite of infants (for it was only fiich") 
under the legal difpenfation, (hould, without any renewal 
of the grant or other intimation, fecure for them gener- 
ally a right to baptifm under the gofpel difpenfation, is 
an inference that cannot be admitted without proof. 
This proof is what the Baptifts have long aiked for, 
but have never yet been able to obtain. The agreement 
between thefe two difpenfations will be more particu- 
larly confidered under the next head. 

Our bufinefs at prefent is, to examine the evidence 
in favour of infant membership in the Chriftian church, 
as founded and retting on the covenant of circumcifion. 
Pafling over for the prefent, God's covenant with Abra- 
ham, which contained the prbmife of the Meffiah, and 
the W effing of the Gentile nations in him, we (hall pro- 
ceed immediatelv to the consideration of this covenant. 4 

In the xviith. chapter of Genefis this covenant is re- 
corded at large. The feveral articles of it may be enu- 
merated and diftinguifhed as follows. 

Art. I. / will make my covenant between me and thft) 

AND WILL MULTIPLY TIIFE EXCEEDINGLY, Gen. XVli.fc 

The promiffory part of this article refpedled the nat- 
ural offspring of Abraham, and nothing more, as appear! 
by numerous other paffages of fcripture, as well as the 
one before us : unlefs it {hould be thought that Abra- 
ham's natural feed was typical of his fpiritual. The 
promife in this article has been literally and extenfivel] 
fulfilled 

Art. II. Behold my covenant is with thee y and thoujbd 
be a father of many nations, ver. 4,5. • 

The fulfilment of this part of the covenant is eafil] 
traced in the facred hiftory. A number of diftindt na 
tions did arife from the feed of Abraham, fome of whit 
remain to the prefent day. There is nothing in thi 
article which points us directly to the church of Chrif 
The utmoft that can fairly be made out, will be only 
typical reference. 

# At this covenant wa> called by a Ncw-TtlUmetit Martyr the Co 
auujt flfcircwnrifioa, nyc know oC ttotaftct www. \*i ^Yu<2&v» o&jfc 
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Art. III. The third particular promifed on God's 
>ehalf to Abraham, was, not only that he ihould be the 
father of a numerous , but of a royal race* And kings 

(HALL COME OF THEE, ver. 6. 

This refpefted not the church of God, as fuch, under 
my difpenfation ; but the natural offspring of the pa- 
triarch. Nor is there any difficulty in tracing the lit- 
eral fulfilment of this part of the covenant. If we ex- 
amine the hiftory of Ilhmael, Abraham's firft-born, or 
the family of Ifaac, the immediate heir of promife, we 
{hall find kings in abundance did fpring from Abraham. 
The account which has come down to us in the facred 
pages, refpefting thefe nations and their kings, furnifhes 
inconteftable proof, that by far the greateit part were 
very wicked, and many of them grofs idolaters. View 
them colle&ively or individually, and you will fcarcely be 
able to trace a typical resemblance of that church, which 
Jefus Chrift fet up, under the new difpenfation ; much 
left the church in an organized gofpel ftate. 

Art. IV. / will efiablijb my covenant between me and 
tbee, and thy feed after thee } in their generation s % FOR an 

EVERLASTING COVENANT, TO BE A GOD UNTO THEE 
AND TO THY SEED AFTER THEE. AND I WILL GIVE 

mrro thee and to thy seed after thee, tub 
Land wherein thou art a stranger, all the 
land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession, 
and I will be their God, ver. 7, 8. 

As this part of the covenant contains the great prin- 
ciple, from whence our Psedobaptift brethren draw their 
main arguments, we will endeavour to examine every 
part of if carefully. 

Here are two leading ideas in this article. The firft 
is, God's promife to be a God to Abraham and bis feed. 
The iecond, to give them the land of Canaan. This cove- 
nant, taken Collectively, is called an ever/a/ling covenant ; 
and the grant of the land of Canaan, an everlaJHngpoJftJfton. 
Whatever bleffings were included in this covenant, or 
panted by this pofieffion, all were conveyed by the fame 
tenor. The lame words of perpetuity are affixed to **ris^ 

That God Jus long fince by his prophet pioaoMtit^L 
t Lvmmi upon that people,* and by bis TigY&tou* v^*' 

• Hot L 9. 
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idence reje&ed them from all fpecial vifible relation to 
him, can no more be denied, than that he has fufiered 
them to be driven out, and difpofleiTed of the land of 
promife. 

We will now proceed to inquire more particularly 
what was promifed in this everlafting covenant.* The 
language is, 1 will eflabliflj my covenant, &c. to be a God 
unto thee, and to thy feed after thee. The que ft ion is, what 
did God engage by this promife ? '* Every thing," fays 
one, " that a God of mercy can beftow upon fallen 
creatures, for time and eternity." Indeed this is a gen- 
eral poftulatum, taken by the writers on that fide of the 
controverfy. But is it correct ? "Will they be willing 
to abide by all the confequeuces, which will unavoida- 
bly follow fuch a fuppofition ? When God faid, /twtf 
be a God to thee, and to thy feed \ " the promife is as much 
to the feed, as to Abraham," fays a zealous advocate 
for infant memberfhip-J Very well. But what was 
engaged in this promife ? Was it a promife of abfoiuK 
laving blcflings i If not, we are difputing about noth- 
ing- 

* Some perfnns appear to lay an undue ftrefs upon the word Mrlqf* 
in*, winch is annexed to this covenant, as though it were ajpecuiuf 
chaiackriftic of it. Whatever idea* wc attach to this exprewoo, W* 
certihily ought to explain it correspondent to fact, to the actual fittt 
of thingfc. 

The word everlafting to us. does not appear peculiar as applied in tfce 
cafe before \xs. It is frequently ufed with rcfpc& to other covenants^ 
It has a threefold application as connected with this covenant. Tbi 
firft if* general, it i6 called an everlafting covenant. The pofleflu* 
of the promilcd land, an everlafting pofleflion. The mark left up»° 
the fulvtiU of this bloody rite is thus exprcfltd ; My covenant ftallbe 
in your fujb for an evcilajilrg cwtnant. Our brethren very tenaeioufly 
retain the lirft of thefe, but have no difficulty in difpenfing with tj* 
two laft. To us they appear fc> entirely connected, that wc ire led » 
conful.T them all of the fame import. Yea, it appears to ua that the 
two latter are exegetieal of the former. At lead, no part of the cote- 
nam can, by fair conftruclion, be carried to a greater extent of time, 
than the mark of circumcifion in the flefli, and the pofleflion of the taw 
.of Canaan, both of which are faid to be everlafting. Hence weft* 
that two parts of this covenant called everlafting have come to an cu^ 
while in one inftance the exprt flion is retained, for the purpofc of *M' 
■ ing infant baptifm. 

f See Lev. zxiv. 8. xiii. 17. a Sam. xxlil 5, 6cc. 
\ Mr. P. Edwards> p. 77. 
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We (hajl take the liberty to ftate a few queries, in 
order to throw light on the iubjeft. 

lft. Did this promife, to be a God to Abraham's feed f 
refpect his natural or fpiritual feed ? If the former, then 
the Gentiles cannot be included, for this plain reafon, 
they are not his offspring. If the latter, none but be- 
lievers can be intereited ; for no other are the fpiritual 
fied of Abraham. In either cafe it fupports no claim in 
favour of the unbelieving children of the Gentiles. 

2d. Was this promife abfolute ? or was it conditional ? 
If abfolute, (and it contained the faving bleffings of 
redemption) will it not prove that all the defcendants 
of Abraham to the lateft period of time will be faved ? 
We think this will unavoidably follow. But this proves 
too much, becaufe it proves againft facl, and fo deftroys 
ftfelf. If we are to confider this as a conditional promife 
of falvation, it will oblige us to inquire, 

Sd. What were the conditions on which its bleffings 
were fufpended ? Were they any thing fhort of faith 
rod repentance ? If fo, it could not be a promife ex- 
tending to all Abraham's pofterity containing eternal 
life j for none but penitent believers have any fuch 
promife made to them. Nor will any others, let them 
defcend from whom they may, ever ihare in the filial 
bleffings of redemption. 

4th. Whatever eife might be contained in the prom- 
ife made to Abraham and his feed in this covenant, if it 
did not contain an abfolute promife of eternal life, it is 
urged againfk us in this controverfy to no purpofe ; and 
muft in that cafe be acknowledged to be effentially dif- 
ferent from what God has promifed to believers. God's 
pxomifes refpedfcing his believing people are abfolute. 
They are not yea and nay ; but yea and amen to the glery 
of God by lis. He that heareth my words, faid Jefus, and 
leiieveth on him that fent me, hath everlajling life, andjhall 

KEVER COME INTO CONDEMNATION.* 

5th. If all Abraham's defcendants, through every pe- 
riod of time, are not faved with a complete and everlaft- 
ing falvation ; will it not prove beyond a reafonable 
doubt, that God promiled no fuch thing, in his engage- 

* John v. 34. 
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merit, to be a God to Abraham and his feed ? We 
think that none, unlefs they are Univerfalifts, will have 
the madnefs to fay, that all the natural offspring of 
Abraham have been, or will be faved. Nor will any 
impioufly dare to charge God with a violation of his 
promife. 

6th. If it (hould be faid, that God did not engage 
abfolutely to fave all Abraham's pofterity, including the 
fon of the bond-woman, the fix fons of Keturah and 
their defcendants ; Efau, Achan, Korah, Dathan, and 
Abiram, with all that unbelieving race, whofe carcafies 
fell in the wildernefs ; but that he only engaged to fave 
fuch as trufted in, and obeyed him ; this would be t 
complete abandonment of the argument ; for k 
would place fuch as claim intereft in the covenant of 
circumciilon exaclly upon a level with all others. God 
has engaged to fave all others who reverence, worfhipj 
and obey him \ though Abraham be ignorant ofthcm> and 
lfrael acknowledge them not.* We have no difficulty in 
believing, that all who are truly pious, whether circular 
cifed or uncircumcifed, baptized or unbaptized, will be 
faved. 

7th. We muft be allowed to query once more. If 
God has not promifed falvation abfolutely to the feed of 
Abraham generally, including all the unbelievers of 
that nation ; can the promife be fuppofed to make any 
better provifion for the unbelieving feed of Gentile be- 
lievers ? It certainly cannot. For if God fpared not 
the natural branches becaufe of unbeliefs it can hardly be 
fuppofed that Gentile unbelievers, whether young or 
old, can have any real intereft in, or union to, the TrUB 
Vine. 

If the reader can keep in mind the above queries, 
and can without prejudice allow them their proper 
weight, he will want much more than mere affertion to 
fatisfy him, that the infant feed of believers have a right 
to memberlhip in the gofpel church, in confequence of 
the promife made to Abraham and his feed in the cov- 
enant of circumcifion. 

* Ifa. Ixui, 16. 
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Could we believe with our brethren, that the 
above promife made to Abraham and his feed, has de- 
fended in the full eft extent to Gentile believers and 
their feed, the preceding queries would prefent the 
lame difficulties in this application of it, as in the for- 
mer. It would in this cafe be extremely natural to afk, 
What has God promifed to the children of Psedobaptift 
believers, more than to the children of other believers i 
Has he promifed falvation to any while impenitent, on 
the account of the piety of their parents ? or merely 
becaufe they have been baptized ? It muft be anfwercd 
in the negative. 

From thefe different views of the fubjefl, the argu- 
ment feems tc be verging to a point ; and this will be 
the only juft conclusion, He that believeth^and is Baptized, 
'whether defcended from believing, or infidel parents, 
Jbolt be faved ; and he that believeth tiot> however pious his 
Uice&orS) /bail be damned. The fame Lord over all, it rich 
unto all nxmo call up:n him : for there is ns refpetl of per- 
jons with Gvd. 

Iu attempting to accommodate this covenant with 
its diitinguifhing inftitute, to the ftate of the Gentile 
church under the gofpel economy, we meet with diffi- 
culties at every ftage. We are obliged to pafs through 
a long train of analogical and inferential reafonings, 
which few perfons are competent to, in order to find a 
plain gofpel inftitution, equally defigned for men and 
women of all nations and capacities ! But for what is all 
this labour ? Is it not to fupport a tradition which has 
no foundation in the word of God, nor in any authen- 
tic hiftory of the primitive apoftolic church ? Does it 
not appear much more natural and fafe to go forth by the 
fiet/teps of the flock ; following our good Shepherd in 
his own example 5 remembering, that luheu he putteth 
forth bis OHvn fbeepy he goeth before them ? 

We think it has been made fufficiently plain in the 
preceding remarks, that if the covenant promife to 
Abraham's feed refpected his natural feady none of the 
Gentiles can be interested in it. If it refpefted his 
spiritual feed, none but believers can be mtet^^cx \ fox 
*o others, in the language of the New TvifcaxaeAtt^ -axe 
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confidered as the children of Abraham. Hence we fee 
nothing to fupport the claim of infants, to memberibip 
in the gofpel church. 

But ihould we admit the premifes laid down by our 
Psedobaptift brethren, will they confent to abide the 
fair legitimate consequences of their own arguments ? 
We very much doubt it. 

Their ftatemeut, if we understand tjiem, is this; That 
believers and their offspring under the prefent difpen- 
fation, ftand in the fame covenant relation to God, a 
Abraham, and his offspring did, under the former* 
And that they are under the fame obligation to baptise 
their children, that Abraham and his pofterity were to 
circumcife theirs. Let us now bring the matter to trial 

By what authority did Abraham prefume to circum* 
cife the males of his houfe i By the undoubted author* 
ity of God. Here it follows ; And God faid unto Aira- 
batfiy thoujbalt keep my covenant, therefore* thou and thy fed 
after thee in their generations. This is my covenant which 
yefhall keep between me and you, and thy feed after thee t 
every man-child among youjball be circumc'ifed. And yefxill 
circumcife the flcfh of your frefkin, and it /ball be a token ef 
the covenant betwixt the and you. He that is eight days old 
Jball be circumcifed among you ; every man-child in your geih 
erations ; he that is bought with thy money of any Jl ranger 
that is not of thy feed. He that is born in thy houfe, and be 
that is bought with thy money muft needs be circumcifed: 
and my covtnantJbaU be in your ff/b for an EVERLASTING 

COVENANT.* 

Here we fee, that Abraham was obliged to circumcife 
all the males of his houfe, whether old or young, with- 
out the lead regard to their moral qualifications. Mb 
previous declaration of faith and repentance was re- 
quired, either in adults or infants. If this be indeed 
« the great charter of all our privileges," and the very 
law on which houfehold baptifm depends } we aik, and 
jfk ferioufly, ought not our brethren to praAife. ac- 
cording' to it in its full extent, if they would be coo* 
riftent ? The patriarch not only believed, but obeyed. 

In the felfsame day was Abraham circumcifed, sad $* 

• Gen. xvii. 9—1*. 
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mael his fon % and all the men of bis houfe, born in bis hcufe 9 
and bought with money of the Jl ranger 9 were circumctfed 
with bim.* Do Pxdobaptifts adminifter baptifm to the 
Tame extent as Abraham did circumcifion ? Is it ufual 
with them to baptize not only the children of a family, 
but all the domeftics, upon the faith of the matter, or 
head of the family ? 

The argument by which the right of infants is fiip- 
ported is this, " a precept once in force, and not lim- 
ited to any certain period, is ever after to be confidered 
in force, unlefs known to have been repealed by the 
fame authority by which it was given."f We aflc, and 
hope we ihall have a fair and candid anfwer, if fuch 
an one can be given, When, and where has the right 
of fervants as diftingui(hed from that of children been 
repealed i If the right of children to membership refts 
on this covenant, is not the right of fervants com- 

ertely fecured by the fame ? This we are equally 
und to believe as the former, until it can be Ihowa 
to the contrary. 

How many men-fervants Abraham had at the time 
circumcidon was inftituted, we know not ; but fotne 
time before he had three hundred. Probably as many, 
or more at this time. All, were they more or iefs, 
were circumcifed. But would it not be a very novel 

Sht to fee one of our fouthern planters baptized, and 
the flaves on his plantation in the fame day. If they 
were all true Chriftlans, it would be a. blefled fight in* 
deed % but not otherwife. 

v . This argument will probably be very nnpleafant to 
our opponents, but we appeal to them, and to a candid 
public, whether it is not correct, and whether it can 
be fairly evaded ? If the covenant of circumcifion wilj, 
.by fair conftruftion, fupport the right of infants to 
.memberwip in the gofpel church, we verily believe, 
and we muft contend, that the right of fervants can be 
inpported by it to the fame extent. 

2. A.fecond confequence arifiog from the premifes 
laid down by our brethren is, that infants, if admitted to j 
'" l, have an undoubted right to all \!he tttaet Y^V 



• Geo. xuL%6 % a;. f Mr. & Wera&csMAfc. > ^ 
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ileges of the gofpel church. It is conceived that no 
reafon can be affigned, why a pcrfon who is qualified 
for one ordinance, is not equally qualified for another. 
No diftinction has been made under any difpenfation. 
Circumeifion was the principal qualifying pre-reqnifite 
for communion in the pafchal feaft, and for all the 
privileges of complete memberfhip in the Jewifli church. 
Under the gofpel difpenfation, They that gladly received 
the word were baptized \ added to the church, . and then 
united in breaking bread. Do Pacdobaptifts admit aH 
fuch as they baptize in their infancy, to a participation 
in all the privileges of the Chriftian church ? It is well 
known they do not : and yet confiftency moft plainly 
requires-it. 

That we reafon fairly, and agreeably to the views of 
Psedobaptifts themfelves, the following quotations vift 
abundantly fhow. " Circumeifion," fays a late writer, 
* was formerly the appointed pre-requifite of adrnffimH 
the church of God ; baptifm is now the appointed pit* 
requifite of admiffion to the fame church. In a wordfc 
baptifm is of the fame import, and of the fame ufe in 
the church under the prefent difpenfation, as was cir» 
cumciiion under the ancient/'* Says another, * by th» 
fignificant rite (circumeifion) they were dedicated to 
God, and di/HnguiJhed from the refi of theivorldy as Hi 
church and people."f According to thefe gentlemen* 
and we believe they are correct in this, baptifm b the 
appointed medium of introduction into the ChrHtizii 
church. (It is hoped that the reader will remember 
this, as we ihall probably have occafion to make fame 
further ufe of it by and by.) But how glaringly- #- 
confident- mud their conduct: appear when compared 
with their reafbnings * 

In order to carry a point againft the Baptifts* they 
infill upon it that their baptized infants are church 
members. But their practice tells every body, that 
they believe no fuch thing. We appeal to common 
obfervation. Do they conftantry bring their children 
to the communion table ? Do ' they maintain any 
church difcipline over them ? Are they permitted to 

•Mr. S. Wbrccfter's Dlfc. $. 51,54. fDr.Oigooii 
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vote and act in church matters ? Are there any inftan- 
ces in which the profane and licentious have been the 
(objects of church cenfure ? A filent negative muft be 
given to all thefe queftions. From the general conduct 
of the churches that hold infant baptifm, a candid 
mind would naturally fuppofe, that the memberfhip of 
infants, if it ever exifted, ceafed as foon as they were 
baptized. 

Another circumilance which fcrves to corroborate 
our laft obfervation is, that they admit all whom they 
treat as church members, in a manner limilar to what 
we do. Hence we are frequently told, on fuch a day 
a number of perfons were received into the Rev. 
Mr— 's church, and at another time twenty more 
were added, and fo on. If our Pasdobaptift brethren 
ferioufly believe what they endeavour to make us be- 
lieve, that all their baptized children were, by that act, 
admitted to vifible memberfhip in the church, we can 
hardly fee the propriety of their being admitted a fee* 
cod time ; unlefs by fome mifconduct of their own, 
they had loft their (landing, like the man in the church 
at Corinth, whom the apoftle exhorted them again to re- 
ceive, when he became repentant. 

What conclufion would any candid perfon put upon 
the conducl of a Paedobaptift church, on feeing them 
receive by their ufual folemnity, a number of perfons 
into vifible fellowfhip with them ? Would not the con- 
viction be irrefiftible, that they had never before been 
confidered as church members ? Indeed, for any to 
haveobferved the conduct of thefe perfons, and of the 
church towards them, during the whole intervening 
period from their baptifm in infancy, to their making 
this engagement ; would it be poflible to draw the con- 
clufion, that any relation had fubfifted between them, 
which had had the leaft influence on the conduct of 
either I Is it not perfectly afteniihing, that men of 
learning and of piety, and who claim the privilege of be- 
ing thought confident, ihould not fee aj well as others, 
that their fentiments and practice are totally at variance 
with each other ? As much as. they find fault with our 
particular communion, they have never yet been able 
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to prove it inconiiftent with our fentimerits refpef 
baptifm. Indeed many Paedobaptifts have ackn< 
edged, that they thought us entirely confident in 
particular. 

8. We proceed to notice a third confequence fi 
the pofition laid down by our brethren, i. e. Th: 
baptized perfons ftand in the fame relation to 
church under the prefent difpenfation, as circumc 
perfons did under the former ; they are equally obii 
by the fame penalties, to attend the fubfequent di 
of the gofpel church, as the others were thofe of 
Jewifh. 

Our meaning will be fully illuftrated by caref 

attending to the ordinance of the paflbver. The 

concerning it is in the following words ; And the 1 

faid unto Mofes and Aaron, This is the ordinance oj 

paffhver ; Tlierefhall nofiranger eat thereof, but every n\ 

fcrvant that *r bought for money, when thou haft circum 

him, thenjhall he eat thereof ; All the congregation of \ 

Jhall keep it ; end when any Jlranger Jhall fojourn wtth , 

and will keep the pnjfover to the Lord, let all bis moh 

circumcifed, and then let hhn come near and keep it.* 

Every circumcifed perfon, who was not prevented 
ceremonial uncleannefs, or by being abfent, was not c 
permitted) but obliged to keep the paflbver, on pai 
being cut off from his people : for thus it is written ; 
the man that is clean, and is not in a journey, andforbea 
to keep the pajfover, even that fame foul Jhall be cut offj 
his people.^ 

Do our brethren con fid er all their baptized ch!4c 
and fervants under the fame obligation ? If fo, oi 
not minifters tourge the duty, and heads of families 
members of churches, to fee it carried into effect ; ai 
any wereftubborn,to cut them off by an aft of exclu£ 
This would indeed eftablifh infant communion to 
intents and purpofes j but what of that ? Can ther 
an inftance produced, from the hiftory of the Jei 
church, where a ftate of nonage or minority has t 
mentioned as a difqualifying circumftance for com 
nion in the pafchal fealt ? We do not recoil eft ; 

* Exod xii. 43, 44, 47, 48. f Numb. ix. 13. 
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The law of the paflbver makes no diftinftion between 
infant* and adults. To be circumcifed, and to be free 
from ceremonial uncleannefs, were the only conditions 
required. 

Should any reply, that the Lord's fupper is a holy 
ordinance \ and requires, in every recipient, faith to 
dtfeern the Lord's body, we readily grant it ; but 
muft be allowed to a(k, is not baptifm a holy ordinance 
Kkewife ? If fo, is not a perfon who is qualified for 
one, fit for the other ? Do the fcriptures require dif- 
ferent qualifications for the two ordinances ? The ar- 
guments which are employed in behalf of infants, in or- 
der to evade the fcriptural requirements of faith and 
rtptntaticty by Mr. Edwards, will equally ferve their 
tarn with regard to the Lord's fupper. If what is faid 
vi believing and repenting in order to baptifm, applies 
only to adults \ the fame may be faid with regard to 
the facramental fupper. 

To fhow that we reafon fairly, we will take one of 
his arguments, and only by placing the Lord's fupper 
m the room of baptifm, it will ftan J thus, « Are infants 
proper fubje&s of the Lord's fuppei', or are they not ? 
It will clearly follow, that all thofe places which relate 
te believers can prove nothing - 9 the reafon is, they have 
no relation to the queftion." If you pieafe, take an- 
other ftatement from the fame writer. u They (i. e. 
the Baptifts) fay the fcriptures require faith and repent- 
ance in order to baptifm. I afk, fays he, of whom ? 
the anfwer mufr be, of adults ; for the fcriptures never 
require them of infants in order to any thing.' 9 * Very 
well, Mr. Edwards ; you will have no great difficulty in 
this way, in getting them to the communion table. 
The want of faith to difcern the Lord's body, can no more 
be urged againft the claim of infants to this inftitution, 
than the want of faith and repentance can be urged 
againft their baptifm. The fame arguments which 
would prove their right to one inftitution, would equal- 
ly fupport their claim to the other. The words of 
Ghrift, Suffer little children to come unto me and forbid them 
* «f, may 1be applied with quite as much propriety to 

* Mr. Edwards, p. *, j, i r. * 
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this inftitution as to baptifm, and might be addrefled 
with as much pathos to the tender feelings of a parent 
Let Mr. Edwards, or any other man, difprove the right 
of infants to the communion table, and we pledge our- 
felves by the fame arguments to difprove their right to 
baptifm. 

To give additional force to the preceding obferva- 
tions, let it be remembered, that infant baptifm^ and if- 
fant communion > make their appearance in ecclefiaftical 
hiftory nearly together. 

The Rev. Mr. James Pierce, of Exon, about eighty 
years ago, volunteered his fervice in the caufe of infant 
communion y as Dr. Ofgood has lately done in favour of 
their baptifm. Mr. Pierce has fuftained the right of 
infants to the eucharift on the fame ground, and de- 
fended it by the fame arguments, as modern Psedobap- 
tifts do their right to baptifm. It will be difficult to 
{hew wherein his arguments fail of being equally as 
conclufive as theirs. 

Should it be faid that there is no mention made to 
the New Teftament of infant communion, the fame 
may be faid of infant baptifm. It will be equally in 
vain to urge their incapacity to underftand, or to derive 
spiritual advantage from this folemn rite ; the fame may 
be objected to their baptifm. That the eucharift vas 
. given to fome who were called infants, towards the 
clofe of the third century, we have ihe authority of 
Dr. Mofheim.* It is not certain, however, that thefe 
infants were babes. It appears to have been a cuftoin 
at this time to call all minors infants. It is evident 
beyond a doubt, that the infants whofe baptifm Tertul- 
lian oppofed, were not babes f but probably children of 
fovea or eight years old. Such as were capable of 
" a (king to be baptized," but fuch as, in his judgment) 
were not fufficiently enlightened and eftablithed in the 
do&rine of Chrift. His words are thus rendered j 
" The condefcenfion of God may confer his favours as 
he pieafes ; but our willies may miflead ourfelves and 
others* It is therefore mod expedient to defer bap- 
tifm, and to regulate the adminiftration of it, accordi*| 
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tfflie 4 difpofition, and the age of the perfons to be bap- 
it4& : (prsecipue tameri circa jtarvulos) and efpeciaiiy in 
te cafe cflittU ones. 99 * The general tenor of his reafon- 
hg obliges uS to under ftand him in this light. This 
drill appear lefs Angular When we consider that he had 
bden in the practice of the law, before he became a 
teacher of religion. That minors are frequently called 
Infants in law, will appear by a quotation from judge 
Rlackftdne : " Infancy, "fays he," is nonage, which is 
K defect of the understanding. Infants under the age 
tf difcretion ought not to be punifhed by any criminal 
brofecution whatever. \VTiat the age of ililcretion is, 
tft various nations, is matter of fome variety."f 

It matters riot, however, in the prefent argument, 
whether thefe infants were mere babes, or children who 
#ere old eiiough to afk for baptifm. It is evident that 
infant communion commenced nearly if not exactly at 
the fanie time that infant baptifm did. Dr. Wall 
makes this acknowledgment, when fpeaking of giving 
Bie communion to infants. «< Very near half the Chrif- 
fians in the world do (till continue that practice. The 
Oreek church, the Armenians, the Maronitcs, the Cophti % 
tie Abaffins, the Mufcovites, &c. j — and fo, for aught I 
khoW, do all the reft of the eaftern Chriftians.^J The 
Doctor further acknowledges, that this cuftom prevailed 
in St. Auftin's time, wbo commenced his miniftry in the 
jtor 391, (about as early as We have any authentic ac- 
count of infant baptifm) — That it continued in the 
fctiireYn church for fix hundred years — "That the 
fbih&n church, about the year one thoufand, entertain- 
ifig the doctrine of tranfubftantiation, let fall the cultom 
w giving the holy elements to infants ; and the other 
totjttth churches, moftly following their example, did the 
like upon the fame account. But that the Greeks, not 
fiavibg the faid ..doctrine, continued, and do ftiil con- 
fflrag, the cuftom of communicating infants."} 

*' PaHfultijy the wtard ufed by Tcrtullian, it of vague fignlfibtion. 
iriiiiotiKceffiurilT,and in this cife can by no means be, corfo&to t*i 

f Cammcot Book iv. Chip. u. 

fHM. afmfmt frtptifa,*. 517* 
t Ibid. 
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As the preceding quotations refer us back to Atofc 
tin,* v/e think it beit to give our readers his fentiments 
upon the fubjeft in his own words. It appears that 
from a miftaken view of thofe words of Chrift, John 
iii. 5. Except a man be born of water and cf the Spirit 
he cannot enter into the kingdom of God ; he, with many 
others, inferred the neceffity of baptizing infants in 
order to their ialvation. The fame erroneous conftmo 
tion of John vi 53. Except ye eat the flefh of the Son if 
mart) and drink hit bloody ye have no life in you ; led him 
with much zeal to plead for the admiffion of infants 
to the Lord's table. With regard to the latter, his 
words arc, " Let us hear the Lord, I fay, not indeed 
fpeaking this of the holy laver, but of the facrament of 
the holy table, (whither none rightly come unless 
baptized) Except ye eat my fe/h, and drink my bloody yt 
fhall have no life in you. What do you feek for further ? 
What can be faid in anfwer to this, unlefs one would 
fet himfelf againft clear and invincible truth ? Will 
any one dare to fay this, that this paffage does not be- 
long to infants ; and that they can have life in them- 
selves without partaking of his body and blood ?" And 
the neceffity of this, as well as of baptifm to eternal 
life, he fays, the African Chrift ians took to be an aifr- 
dent ?nd apoftolic tradition.f They did not pretend 
that either of them were in the Bible. 

It will be ?.(kv 1 how came infant communion to be 
l?.id afide, after its having travelled hand in hand with 
infant bnprifm for fo many centuries ? The reafon 
affiled lv- Dr. Wall is, the admiffion of that ghoftly 
doc trine of trctifitbfiantictkn\ We are at a lofs how 
this i'r ould afl'ett it •, unlefs by this fuppofed change of 
the elements, they thought them too holy to be trifled 
with in this wav. 

TU.'t thefe little Chriftians, who had not yet been 
d/awn from the breaft) nor learnt do&rinr, might not rcfiife 
the elements when offered, the following rule was cftab- 
liihcd 5 " Care," fay they, €€ is to be taken concerning 
infants, that they fhould not without the utmoft ne* 

• AuguC.ine > 'b\ita.»okcu ctjW&A. KvR&gu 
fEp. 106 Bwaifacio^contt.Ve^, 
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eeffity receive any food or fuck after they are baptized, 
before they communicate in the facrament of our 
Lord's body."* 

It will require much ingenuity to maintain the right 
of infants to memberihip in the gofpel church on the 
footing of circumciiion, and not admit all the confe- 
querices above dated. For ourfelves, we fee no way to 
embrace one, without admitting the other : and to ad- 
mit either, appears to us to be fubverfive of the great 
defign of the gofpel, which was to form a church, di£- 
tinft from the world. But if infant baptiftn brings 
them into the church, it totally deftroys that diftin&ion, 
and blends the world and church together. This idea 
will be more particularly confidered in its proper place. 

As our Pxdobaptift brethren lay fo much ftrefs upon 
this part of the fubjeft, we muft be allowed to view it 
on all fides. 

Gould we be brought with them to confider the in- 
fant offspring of Gentile believers, as (landing in the 
fame covenant relation to God as the natural feed of 
Abraham did, yet ftill we fee nothing, either in the 
old or new law, which would authorize their baptifm. 
An article every way fo different as baptifm is from cir- 
camcifion, feems not to be fufficiently fuppoitei by 
mere inference, but needs the firm bafis of plain pofi- 
tive inftitution to reft upon. To infer the right of in- 
tuits to baptifm from the covenant of circumciiion, 
appears to us extremely forced and unnatural. So.ne 
of the difficulties that an inference of this kind labouis 
under, are the following : 

1. The law of circumciiion was a pofitive law, not 
at all dependent on the nature and fitnefs of thing* : 
hence every thing which related to the inltitute, de- 
pended on the exprefs declaration of the inftitulor. 
This is precifely the cafe with baptifm ; therefore there 
can be no arguing from one to the other. 

2. The inititution of circumciiion was exprefsly lim- 
ited to males. Females, though defcending from the 
fcne p.ir »ats, were not fubjedls of the token of that cov- 

* Otdo Rommus, Tit de Bipt in Picrrt. 
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enant : but the baptifmal inftitution includes bath j 
men and women. * 

3. The law of circumciiion required no previous 
profeflion of faith and repentance, neither in adults nor 
infants, as a qualification for that inftitutiop : but the 
gofpel positively requires fuch a profeflion in order to 
baptifm, without even an exception in favour of in* 
fants. 

4. A male flave bought with money of an age at)ore 
eight days, whether a believer or an infidel, wliether aff 
idolater or an atheift, had the fame right to circuincifr 
ion as the infant feed of his mafter had. T he gofpel ! 
inftitution makes no provifion for flaves until they are 
made free by the Sen ,- and then it requires, as a pre-rq* 
quifite to baptifm, the fame public profeflion of thepi as 
of their believing matters. 

5- The rite itfelf is fo very unlike the gofpel inftitutfli 
that it appears extremely unnatural to infer one from die 
other. Circumciiion was a painful bloody rite, per- 
formed by cutting the flefh of a particular part, (whicfy 
delicacy forbids us to name.) Baptifm is an immerfipn^ 
or wafhing of the whole body in pure water. 

6. Circumciiion might be lawfully adminiftere4 by 
any perfon, at leaft by any head of a family a whether 
male or female.* Baptifm is to be adminiftered by 
particular officers in the Chriftian, church, called a&4 
qualified for the work. 

Other diflimilarities might he urged., but theie qce 
thought fufficient to ihew, that it is not the eafieft tiding 
in the world to infer baptifm from circumciiion, I; 
certainly requires a la.rge ftock of myfticaj jefuitical in- 
genuity, to make an inference appear plawfible, when 
the nature, act, and defign are fo different. If infants 
are to be baptized, there can be no doubt but the initio 
tution makes ample provifion for theqi, without fuh>je#- 
ing us to the perplexity of tracing it out from an ani> 
quated Jewiih rite. 

Pasdobaptiib, when they reafon with one another, 
and are not fufpicious that the Baptifts are watching to 

«. 

* Zipporuh circumcifed the two fotis ot Matw Wxxfci *. Q\.*r\» {tone. 
Midwiva have frequently admim^ercd >s^tvU\ > \}c^\\v^x\\x>L\vti^\» 
dying in&nu. Vid. Robinfon's Hift. ol *»?. 
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take advantage of their conceffions, reafon jufl as we 
do. This remark will be eftabli.hed by a quotation 
from Dr. Emmons's DhTertation on the qualifications 
for the Chriftian facramenrs, &c. againft Dr. Hem- 
fnenway. We think the whole work worthy a can- 
did perufal, but can only felect a part of one of his ar- 
guments. " Dr. Hemmenway," fays he, " has followed 
other writers in arguing from the former difpenfations 
of the covenant of grace, to the prefent, and endeavour- 
ing to prove what the peculiar duties of believers are, 
under the prefent difpenfation of the covenant of grace, 
from what they were under its former difpenfations. 
But this mode of reafoning is by no means conclu- 
five. It was the duty of believers under former dif- 
penfations of the covenant of grace, to offer facrifices ; 
but can we hence infer that it is their duty now ? It 
was the duty of believers under former difpenfations 
of the covenant of grace, to circumcife their children 
and attend the paflbver \ but does it hence follow that 
thofe duties are ftill binding ? Or can we juflly cctt- 
. elude, that it is the duty of believers now to circumcife 
their children, or even to baptize them, becaufe it was 
once their duty" to circumcife them ? The truth is, we 
muft learn the peculiar duties of believers under the pref- 
ent difpenfation of the covenant of grace, from the dif- 
penfation itfelf, which enjoins all the peculiar du- 
ties which belong to it. If believers are to baptize 
their children, as they undoubtedly are, it is not becaufe 
they were once obliged to circumcife them." " The 
Chriftian.difpenfation, which is allowed to be the freeft 
from types and figures, plainly, fpeaks for itfelf. And 
we ought to look into the clear difpenfation of the gof- 
pel, in order to difcover the peculiar duties of believers, 
at the prefent day."* Would it not be a high rcflecuon 
upon Dr. Emmons's confiftency, to fuppofe, after fuch 
an explicit; candid, and rational ftatement, he would ever 
attempt to prove infant baptifm from the covenant of 
cirenmciiion, or from any thing elfe but the New Tefta- 
ment ? Whether he has, or has not, we leave thofe who 
are acquainted with his writings to &stoxYftv&&* ^yass. 

9 DUT. chap ii. fc&. v. 
3 2 
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thing, however, we muft be permitted to fay> We vc 
believe that could the Doftor, with ari unprejudi 
mind, admit the fair concluflon which muft ajife fi 
his own reafoning, it would inevitably bring tin 
believers* baptijm x or leave him in complete inc.Oi 
tency ! 

Having carefully examined every article in the « 
enant of circumcifion, and traced fome of the co 
quences which muft follow on admitting its appUca 
to the prefent ftate of the Chriftian church, we tl 
it is demon ftrably plain, that its firft and, immgd 
promifes and requirements refpected the poftetfQ 
Abraham ; that it has at moft, only a typical cefen 
to the gofpel Gentile church ; and that even this 
ical relation, like all other types, ought to. be apjj 
with great caution and circumfpecYion. It; is worth 
obfervation, that, types and the things that, are re 
fented by them, although there is fome. likfiijefe^ 
always diftinft. 

The promifes which were made to Abrajiam* ref{ 
ing the Gentiles, that in him* and in his feed* all the 
tions or families of the earth ihould be btefied^ \ 
neither expreffcd nor included in the covenant. oC 
cumcifipn v. but were entirely diftiafr* ancl ind.epom 
of it. It ought never to be forgotten by all wjio at] 
to this controverfy, that the great pro rm'fe. which ' 
made to Abraham, and which is fo much contended 
was made twenty-four years, before thp covenant o| 
curncifion j* and was renewed about, twenty yeaj 
ter ',f but not mentioned in the whole of that tranfajj 
The promifp to Abraham, that in him all thefantHie^ t 
earth \Jhot:id be blejftdywas predicated,, we humbly cofa! 
on the covenant of .redemption, confirmed before qfc 
in Chrijl ;% and was ratified by the fol^mnity o 
oath, which would have carried it into complete; t\ 
had the covenant of circumcifion never, exjftodn 
further illuftration and proof of. what we have no* 
ferted, will.be refer ved for another part of this< wor] 



* Gen.xii. 3. f ****» z & \p*^ *U» *7» 
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Whether the Jewj/jb «nd Christian Churches aw tit Jama 
Or whether the Utter is a diflincl Churchy or a mere cox* 
imitation of the former* can/tiered. 

1 HE entire fijence of the New Teftament with 
rcQ>e£t to the baptilm of babes, has led its. advocates to 
trace its origin back to the covenant of circmncifion. 
Heir arguments implicitly, tell us, that they do not 
wife, to hazard ita defence upon the footing of its 
being an injfrjtntion of the gofpel ; but choorfe rath- 
er to confider it as. a right eftablifhed and fecured 
to infants* under the former djfpeafatien. That the 
flrale infants of the Jews were circumcifed, conformably 
to the covenant which God. nude with Abraham their 
WeftQr, recorded in the xvikh chapter of Gene/is, 
no one can difpute who reads the writings of Mofes* 
Were it equally plain from the writings of the evangeliffo 
and apoftres, that infants were baptized, the difpute 
would be at an end* Bnt of the latter, no proof can, be 
round i Who then can wonder, that the friends of in* 
fant memberfhip fhould not be willing to " Let go a 
certainty, for an uncertainty.'* 

But in order to fupport the foregoing hypothefisj. the 
gnffye} church, alfb, muft be judaized j that is, it muft 
be completely incorporated with, the old Jewifh church, 
<K infant baptifin, after all, muft faoguiui for want of 
<hVine institution to fupport it. Whether fuch an at- 
tetppi; does; not reftmbfe the conduct of thofe judaizing 
teachers, whom St*. Paul in his epiftles to the Galatians* 
r*hitigpians, and 1 others fo feverely reprehended, ought 
ftfk^nfly, to be. considered.. To focne it has- this aipefl* 
Cfrcomciilon was the theme on which they perpetually 
dwelt, And certain tnen, fays the hiftorian, which capte 
4w*fivm Judea^ (to Antioch) taught the brethren and 
JmJf Except ye be circumcifed after the. manner, of Mofes^ y 
pmttot bejhved. AJfo> there rofo up. certain o/ tne JeEl oj the 
J*iarj/to wi/fi te/icved, faying, Thai it vjqs heedful to c\r« 
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rente to his baptifm, hefaid unto them, generation of vipers 
who hath warm d you to flee from the wrath to come ? Brini 
firth therefore fruits niett for repentance ; and think not to 
fay witkin yourf elves, we have Abraham 1 O OUR FATHER : 
for I fry unto you, God is able of thefe f ones, to raife up chit- 
dren unto Abraham.* Who were thefe Pharifees and 
Sadducees ? Were they heathens ? No j they were 
members of the Jewifh church, and in full communioDj 
for aught that appears to the contrary. We have Abra- 
ham to cur father. This was the very ground on which 
their memberfhip in that church retted, and which had 
never before been difputed. But John demanded qual- 
ifications of a much higher nature, and every way dif- 
ferent in a moral view, from thofe which had before 
been allowed. In the true fpirit of a gofpel teacher, 
he required the genuine fruits of repentance. And 
thofe who did not bring forth thefe fruits, and fubfflit 
to this new inftitution, Chrift himfelf has denounced f 
as rejecting the counsel of God againft themfelver, in net 
being baptized of him f 

The different qualifications required by the initiating 
inftitutes of the two churches, clearly defignate the dif 
ferent character of the members. To conftitute a per- 
fon a complete member of the Jewifh church, required 
nothing more than to be bought with Jewifh money f 
or born of Jewifh parents, and to be circumcifed. To 
conftitute a perfon a proper member of the gofpel church f 
he muft indeed be bought with a price I but not withjll^ 
ver and gold, and fuch corruptible things , but with the ptt- 
cious blood of the Son cf God, as of a lamb without blehh 
i/h ! And whether born of Jewifh parents or others, 
is of no confequence ; he mujl be born again, notofbkoit 
nor of the will of the ftfh, nor of the will of man, bat of 
God.\ He muft be born of water and of the Spirit, or he 
can never be confidered as duly qualified to enter the 
gfpel kingdom, or church. This plain ftatement inevi- 
tably brings the mind to this conclufion ; That unlefito 
be bough: with money to be a Jewifij fervant, and to be 
bought with the precious blood of Chrift to be his free 
men, are precifely the fame tl\m^% and to be born of 

* Matt. iii. 7—9. \ I.vtU Vu y>. \ y>Wv v~^ fcr- 
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Jewifli parents, according to the flefh, and to be born 
$f God by the operations of the Holy Spirit, have the ' 
lame meaning ; then the moral chara&er of the mem- 
bers, as required by the two inftitutes, muft be ac- 
knowledged to be totallydifferent. 

We do not think ourfelves bound to prove, that 
there is no fimilarity, no points of agreement between 
the two churches ; it is fufficient to our purpofe to 
fhow, that they differ fo eflentially that they cannot 
be confidered as one and the fame. To ihow the dif- 
ference between two men, it would not be neceffary to 
prove, that one walked on two legs, and the other upon 
four : although they might bear a confiderable refem- 
blance to each other, yet there would be vifible points 
of difference, fufneient to (how that they were not one. 

2. Our fecond argument is taken from the aftual 
difference in the vifible form of the two churches. 
The Jewifh church, in every ftage of it, has been na- 
tional. The gofpel church is feletStcd and particular, 
ihe former in its conftitution had a diredt tendency to 
form and eftablilh a mixed church ; to blend believers 
and unbelievers, faints and finners, the virtuous and 
vicious together in one general communion ; without 
containing in iifclf the means of feparating the mor- 
ally clean from the unclean. 

The plan of the gofpel church is totally different. 
Tliis is compofed of none but profe&ng believers A 
people choftfij and called out from the world. Not dif- 
tinguifhed indeed by family deftent, or any mark in the 
ficjb ; but by having the truth engraved upon their hearts 
by the Spirit of the living God^ by which means they be- 
come living vpyllcS) Incwn and read cf all men, 

Mr. Edwards has denied that the Jewi.li church was 

national during the firft three or four centuries from its 

commencement. But what reaibn does he afiLm for 
• ..." 

U i Why becaufe u it had no levitical priefthood, no 
inftitution of tythes, &c." (p. 104.) The reader will 
remember that we are not difputing about the inftitu- 
tion of the priefthood nor tythes, but about member- 
ship. If the Jewifh nation did not commence Y» e*- 
nkeace in the family of Abraham as reaWy as Oaft ^fcV\fti 



church, we acknowledge our aYgtfthtnt wHl Be We* 
ened ; but if it did, it will not be in the potter «rf ftyb 
iftry to overthrow it. 

During the above period, this nation stotd cbtifdk 
were both in their infancy, and both progf efled in d* f 
fame ratio. The queftioft then does not depend on i 
the numbers which composed either the nation,- ot 
church, but whether the one was co*exiftaft and cb* 
extetafive with the other ? Can 1 this- be deriied in afljf 
ftate of that nation ? Does not the bible eftabUfh tk< 
fad in the cleared manner ? To fuppofe that tMl 
church was not national merely becauft it had no H b* 
ftttuted priefthood or tythes," would be equally * 
abfurd as to fuppofe, that the nation did not *±ift, vttA 
it exifted in its kingly form in the days of Saul. Id fcft 
if the Jewifli church did not exift in it*- national farm 
until the days of Mofes, it did not exift in any rtgttW 
▼ifible form whatever. View it in every pofflbleligWi 
from the eftablifhment of circumcifion, until' the gtnpd 
church fucceeded it, and you will find that it crtfr 
prifed the whole body of the Hebrew or Jewifh natfatf 
We know of nothing which can denominate a chnrtft 
as being national, but its compriiing the nation at lalpl 
and its religious rites enforced by national authority 
Such we underftand the Jewifh to have been. 

To determine whether the gofpel church dbeS not 
effentially differ in its vlfible form from the' precede^ 
we fhall confult only the New Teftamem. It matfttf 
not to us what forms have been eftablifhed at Rome of 
Conftantinople, at Geneva or in Great Britain. Tht 
New Teftament alone muft determine us in our prefer 
inquiries. Here nothing can be found Which looks fflrf 
a national church. The gofpel, though firft ftnt td the 
Jews, was far from being generally received. Chrift caW 
unto kit onjon-y i. e. to his own nation, and bis oivti fecetbd 
him not : but as many as received bint, to tbeth gave N j 
power to btcome tbe fins of God t even td them that AdiWJ 
on bis name. Of theft Jewifh believers the gofyH 
Church was compofed ; and to thdfe thfe converts froin 
Among the Gentiles were added. The great bbdj' of tW ; 
Jewifli churchy not withftaadittg the gdiptl Was &€*&& 
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KRODg them attended with miracles, adhered to their 
lid national religion, and perfecuted Jefus of Nazareth 
is an importer. In this particular, I am happy enough 
far once to agree with Mr. Edwards : fpeaking of this 
people he fays, " As to their character, it is certain 
that, a few only excepted, they were upon the whole, 
the deadly enemies of Chrift and his doctrine." (p. 
6ft.) 

It has nfcver yet been proved, nor do we believe it 
cam be fairly inferred, from any thing recorded in the 
New Teftament, that ever a Jingle perfon was confid* 
ered as a member of the Chriftian church, who did not 
frofefs faith in Jefus Chrift. The account given us in 
*6b fecond chapter of Acts is plain, and eafy to be un- 
ifarftood. The gofpel was faithfully preached by Peter ; 
thexonfeiences of his hearers were folemnly addrefied ; 
the Holy Ghoft accompanied die word in fuch a man- 
f l>cr, that it is faid, Then they that gladly received his word 
Hurt baptized ; and the fame day there were added unto them 
*h*t three thou [and fouls. No more were baptized, nor 
Fere any added to the church but fuch as gladly re- 
ceived the word. A careful attention to the remaining 
fort of this chapter will convince any one, that thefe 
perfbns were in general real believers. The account 
clofes with thefe remarkable words ; And the Lord 
added to the church daily, such as should be saved. 
From this laft remark there is abundant evidence, that 
jo a judgment of charity, they were true believers-. 
Probably a large proportion of the three thoufands 
Jwre heads of families ; yet there is no mention made 
of their children or fervants being baptized, according 
to the right of member fliip for which our brethren plead. 
■ The particular mode of addrefs adopted by St. Paul 
to the feveral churches to which he wrote, naturally 
leads to the concluilon, that they were compofed only 
of vifible faints, or fuch as profefied to believe in, and 
bye Chrift. His language is, To all that be in Rome, 

BELOVED OF GoD, CALLED TO BE SAINTS, grace to yOU 9 

*i peace from God the Father , and the Lord Jefus Chrifl. 
Unto the church of God which is at Corinth, to them that 

«* SANCTIFIED IN CHRIST JESUS, CALLED TO BE 
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saints.* The addrefies in the other epiftles are very 
fimilar. 

Can any man in his fobcr fenfes fay, that he verily 
believes that thefe churches were made up of all de- 
fcriptions of character, like the old Jewifh church ? We 
very much doubt it. The conviction muft be irrefifti- 
ble that they were compoied of none but profeffed faints. 
We fpeak with this caution, becaufe that human dis- 
cernment is not always iufficient to detect hypocrify. 
Thofe who take the greateft heed hctv they bmild, may at 
times be deceived, as Philip was with Simon. He ap- 
peared no doubt to the evangelift to be favingly 
wrought upon ; but afterwards manifefted, that he tad 
neither lot nor part in the matter* This is after all a very 
different thing from admitting perfons without any 
profeftion, and of * horn charity itfelf cannot gather a 
hope, that they ever knew any thing experimentally 
about religion. 

The true gofpel church has never been national fince 
its commencement, and probably never will be until the 
Millenium, whatever it may then. 

It is thought probable that there is as large a propor- 
tion of true Chriftians in thefe United States, as thrre 
/ias ever been in any nation including the fame number 
of inhabitants, lince the Chriftian era. But is there a 
fericrjs perfon of any denomination in this land who 
would dare to lay, that in his opinion this whole nation 
w\is, according to the rules exhibited in the NewTefta- 
jfiicnt, properly qualified for memberfhip in the Chrit 
thn church ? We prefumc the contrary. The general 
practice of all the churches (however lax their dii- 
cipHne may be) goes to eftabliCh our fentiment. 

That the Jewiih and Chriftian churches are not the 
fame, may be argued, thirdly, from leveral pafTages or 
fcriptare which reprefent the gofpel church as com- 
mencing at a different period, as well as exifting in * 
diiferent form from the ancient church. 

In explaining the image which Nebuchadneztff 
faw in his dream, Daniel foretold, that four gf**' 
jHonarchies fliould fucceed each. o\.tar > ax\d that the.Uu 

• Root, i. 7« i C<£ \. i. 
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Id be divided into ten kingdoms, &c. In the days 
efe kings, faith he,fhall the God of heaven fet up a 
iom which Jhall never be dejlroyed ; and the kingdom jhall 
e left to other people, but it Jhall break in pieces and coji- 
' all thefe kingdoms, and it Jhall Jl and for ever.* 
This defcription, faith Bifhop Newton, can with pro- 
cy only be unclerftood, as the ancients underftood it, 
le kingdom of Chrift. And in the days of thefe kings, 
is, in the days of fome of them. And it muft be 
ng the days of the laft of them ; becaufe they are 
:oned four in fucceffion, and consequently this muft 
he fifth kingdom. Accordingly the kingdom of 
ift was fet up during the days of the laft of thefe 
rdoms, that is, the Roman. The f one was totally 
fferent thing from the image, and the kingdom of 
ift is totally different from the kingdoms of this 
Id. Thejtone was cut out of the mountain without 
is, as our heavenly body is faid to be a building of 
i an houfe not made with hands, that is, fpiritual, *s 
phrafe is ufed in other places. This the fathers 
erally apply to Chrift himfelf, who was miraculoufly 
i of a virgin ; without the concurrence of a man c 
it fhould rather be underftood of the kingdotfn of 
ift, which was formed out of the Roman empire, 
by number of hands, or ftrength of armies ; but 
lout human means, and the virtue of fecond caufes. 
s kingdom was fet up by the God^f heaven ; and 
i hence the phrafe of the kingdom of heaven, came to 
ify the kingdom of the Meffiah. It was fo ufed 
underftood by the Jews, and lb it is applied by 
Saviour in the New Teftament. Other kingdoms 
e raifed by human ambition and worldly power ; 
this was the work, not of man but of God. This 
truly, as it is called the kingdom of heaven, A king- 
not of this world / its laws, its powers were all 
ne." u As we may prefume to fay, that this is the 
f true and genuine interpretation of this paiiage, 
like wife it is the moft confonant to the fen fc of all 
ient writers, both Jews aad Chriftians."f 

* Van ii. 44. f Diff. on the Prophecies,^. %\\ y %\K> 
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We know of no Chriftian expositor who Joes not 
confider this as a prediction of the gofpel church. But 
if this church had been fet up more than thirteen hun- 
dred years before, why fhould Daniel fpeak of it as an 
event full future. That we might not be liable to mif 
i;«ke, he foretold the period when it fhould take place. 
In the days of thefe kings s or during the continuance oi 
one of them, the Roman monarchy, Chrift fhould 
make his appearance, and fet up his gofpel kingdom. 

Conforru?biy to this fentiment, we find our bleffed 
Lord often fpeaking of the gofpel tiifpenfation under 
the metaphor of a kingdom. He ufes the fame lan- 
guage with refpect to his church. When he faid to 
the Jews, If I caft out devils by the Spirit of God, then tit 
kingdom if God is c$me unto you ; # here he evidently 
meant the gofpel difpenfation. 

We think the fame was meant in that folemn threat- 
ening denounced againfr the Jews for their unbelief, in 
the fcl lowing words ; Therefore fay I unto you, thatthi 
Hngdotn of Godfball be t alien f ran you, and given to A 



tion and the rites belonging to that. - No ; thefe, in 
the ienfe of our Saviour, were neitlier taken from theffli 
nor given to any others. The Jews ftill retain many 
of them, and in their prefent fituation exhibit much 
the fame appearance of vifibility as a church, as they 
did during the firfr. four hundred years, before their 
deliverance from Egyptian bondage. Circumciilon was 
the principal rite by which ihey were then diftinguiflied 
fruio c;Lor nations : They are to this day diftinguifred 
by il.? fame. 

Our Lrj:d. upen a different occafion, replied tf 
the f.i niC ca\i:ur-^ ic\.s, Vt-rily I fay unto yea, that tk 
publico fit unci the .ww/.-s go ir.f* the kingdom fG:.I :' ; -7 s/ " 
..... /'/ 7. • hn came vnto x:u in the ivi:\ ? cf V.V6/f >;//«'/ ! " 
ii..d v iituitcl h'm: tvA : b.:t the publicans and the taw 
v .i.i.!?.V!-:n him. Jind ye, nvhtn ye had feen it, RF.rENTtl 
//;.- .y*'.- ruwdth.H •;■' w';v- ^' : \ a\ln v. f,im.% A>* the oharuc? 

M,n. x.;. a?> \ Mitt. w. n- \^v.^vwCv ^v*. 
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are here charged with impenitence and unbelief, we 
may fuppofe that the publicans and harlots who are 
faid to go into the kingdom of God, were fuch asunderthe 
miniftry of John were brought to true repentance, to 
believe on the Mefliah whom he declared to be at band, 
and to be baptized cf him. If the kingdom of God, 
or gofpel • church, and the Jewifh church were the 
fame, then thefe publicans and harlots, before they em- 
braced John's doctrine, yea, and the pharifees too, were 
all in the kingdom of God I for they undoubtedly all 
belonged to the Jewifh church. 

The fcribes and pharifees fat in Mofcs' feat, and 
were perfons of the firft eminence in the Jewifh church ; 
but Jefus faid to his difciples, Except your righteoufmfs 
exceed the righteoufmfs cf the fcribes and pharifees, y fhall in 

93 Cafe ENTER INTO THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN.* 

Whether the kingdom of grace, or the* kingdom of 
glory be intended in this pafTage, this much is evident, 
that being members of the Jewifh church, did not 
qualify for either. 

This argument will be further illuftrated and ftrength- 
ened by the words of our fuffering Redeemer, when in- 
terrogated by Pilate. Thine own nation, faid he, and the 
chief pritfis have, delivered thee unto me. What haft thou. 
done? Jefus anfwered, My kingdom is not of this 
world ! if my kingdom were of this world, then would my 
fttvants fight, that Ijhoidd not be delivered to the Jews.\ 
By this declaration Jefus has given an indelible charac- 
ter to his church ; and which muft forever diftinguifh 
it from the Jewifh church. The latter was not only 
organized as a body politic, but its men of war were 
marfhalled, and frequently led to the fight by mil- 
itary chieftains. 

It muft be evident to every candid mind that the 
Jewifh church, in every ftage of it, notwithftanding it 
contained fome true believers, was principally of this 
world. This muft be the cafe with every other church, 
formed ftridtly upon the principles of infant naciiiber- 
fhip, whether they are admitted by circumcifion or 
baptifin. We appeal to the common fcnfe oi Oaxvi* 

* A**"- * »o. t J^bn *v\tt. 35 > \t. 
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nans, whether, to admit the hypotbefis laid down) 
the Psedobaptifts, that all the children of believers ha 
n right to member (hip in the gofpel church, would m 
if pat in practice, make fuch as are of the world, a v 
majority in molt t* lurches ? Are not the baptized, 
moft Psedobaptift congregations, to thofe who a£lua 
take upon theiiilelves a voluntary profeffion of religi 
and give evidence that they are real Chriftians, as two 
one ? Probably a much greater majority. If thefe ; 
all included in the Chriftian church, (and they muft 
or their argument is loft) can it be faid, that fuel 
church is njc of this world ? We might with as mi 
propriety fay, that a town-meeting was not of t 
world, becaufe a number of the qualified voters wi 
Chriftians. For in the latter there would probably 
about the fame proportion of Chriftians, as in I 
former. 

It would be an infult upon the underftanding of mi 
to attempt to maintain the two opposite points, t! 
new-horn infants muft be admitted to membership 
the Chriftian church, and that the church was nev 
theleis not of this world, but a fpiritual body. A n 
who could believe this, would have but little difficv 
in believing tranfubftantiation> or any other abfurdity 

No man who examines with candour the hiftorj 
the Jewifh church from the days of Abraham, till 
deftru&ion of their nation and temple by Vefpafian, 
what muft conclude, that the true believers at any 
riod would have been, when compared with the wk 
nation, only a fmull mimrity ! a remnant according to 
election of grace. They were fo few, and fo unkno**r 
the time of Elijah, that he thought he was left ale 
And notwithstanding the anfwer of God happily c 
vinccd him of his iniftake, yet the number mentio 
were few compared with the thoufands of Ifrael 
Judah. 

Can we ferioufly fuppofe that it was the intenti©] 
Jefus Chrift to continue this chusch in its then vif 
form, or to let up anoiher like it ? Does the New '. 
tamen*. lead to fuch a couclulion ? Does not the 
guagc of Chrift and his apoftles confirm exactly 
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Oppofite I Ye are the light of the world, faid Jefus to his 
little church. A city that isfet on an hill cannot be hid.* 
If ye were of the world, the world would love his own ; but 
Jttauje ye are not of the. world, but I have chofen you out of 
tbe world, therefore the world hateth you.f This is the 
manner in which our blefied Lord deiignated his dif- 
dples. The particular manner in which they were 
brought to an intereft in the bleflings of this kingdom, 
is thus exprefTed by the apoftle to the ColoSians : 
Who hath delivered us from the power of darknefs, and 
bath tranflated us into the. kingdom of his dear &on.\ Every 
perfon who claims the privilege of the Chriflian name, 
ought to be able to give the fame reafon of his hope. 
Such perfons may fay with the apoftle, Wherefore were- 
caving a kingdom which cannot be moved 9 let us have grace, 
Or grant us grace, whereby we may ferve God acceptably. 
None but fuch as experience renewing grace, poflfefs 
any one of thefe qualifications. No others are lights in 
the religious world. No others have been tranflated 
from the darkneis of the world and fin into the kingdom 
of God's dear Son. No others have received this im- 
moveable kingdom. 

When the Saviour afked his difcipies their opinion 
concerning himfelf, Peter anfwered, Thou art the Chrift, 
tbe Sgu of the living God I And Jefus aufwered and faid 
unto him, Bleffed art thou Simon Barjona ; for fiefb and 
bkod hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is 
in heaven. And Ifiy unto thee 9 thou art Peter, and upon 
ibis rock will I build my church ; and the gates of kelljhall 
not prevail againjl it. The Jewifti church did not be- 
lieve that Jefus Chrift was the Son of God. They con- 
sidered and treated him as an impoftor. They charg- 
ed him with blafphemy, and faid, he being a man made 
bimfelf God. But every truly enlightened Chriilian 
can fubferibe with Peter, Thou art the Chrift, the Son 
of the living God. The rulers of the JewiQi church 
blafphemoufly replied to him, S.iy we not well that thou art 
fl Samaritan, and hajl a devil ? This was the infulting lan- 
guage of the leaders of that very church, which we art 

* Matt. t. 14. tJ *" 1 * T - *9* \ c °l ' u *$• 
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told was the gofpel church, and was continued witbab 
any " efTential alteration/'* 

Our fourth and laft argument to prove that the gofpe 
church is totally diftinft from, and independent of, th 
Jewifh, fball be drawn from fa£ts recorded in the Nei 
Teftamcnt. « Fafts are ftubborn things." 

If (as the advocates for infant baptifm aflert) the 
gofpel church did incorporate with the old Jewifh 
church, we may expedt fuch an account of it in the 
writings of the evangelifts and apoftles, as to put thi 
matter out of difpute. Should we find them entirely 
filent on a fubjclt of fo much moment, its truth might 
very juftly be called in queftion. But if, inftead of fat- 
ing filent, we find them to have recorded fafts which 
irrefiftibly prove the contrary, we fhould fuppofe ffeep- 
ticifm itfelf would ceafe to doubt. Let us proceed, to 
examine the proof. To the law and to the teftimony, as 
the final umpire, we cheerfully repair, and pledge our- 
felves to abide the decifion. 

If our minds are open and eandid, we (hall find the 
narrative plain and fimple ; the fafts fo abundant, and 
fo varioufly interfperfed, that we cannot eafily miftake, 
them. In order to trace them with precifion, we moft 
travel back to the commencement of this new difpenfa* 
tion. 

Chriftian reader, if your Bible be at hand, turn to 
the third chapter of Matthew, and read, and examine 
it candidly ; or will you permit me to repeat a few 
ientences, and make fome remarks upon them ? h 
thofe days came John the Baptifi, preaching in the w'ddir* 
nefs of Judea. Who was this John the Baptift ? He 
was the perfon of whom Ifaiah fpake in prophecy. 
'The voice of one crying in the wildernefsy Prepare ye tbt 
way of the Lord, make his paths firaight. Did John, de- 
rive his authority to preach and baptize from the Jew- 
ifh church ? Moft certainly he did not. For it appears 
that he had been in the dejerts from early life until tbt 
day ofhisjhewing unto Ifrael.% How came he then by 
his authority ? The evangelift John fhall anfaer : 
There was a man sent from God whofe name was John* 
The Jewifh church, fcnt * de^wvaxvoTi oi ^ra&s -«A 

* Vid. P. Edward*, p. x 7- \ YjA«\.%«. 
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Levites to him to inquire who he was 5 whether he 
were the Meffiah ? if not, why he baptized ?* By 
which it appears that he did not ftand in connexion 
with that church, nor aft under its authority. It will 
be here recollected how completely Chrift confounded 
the leaders of that church by this fimple queftion. 
The baptifm of John, faid he, whence was it ? f'ctn heaven 
irofmenFf The chief prieft was among the party % they 
muft therefore certainly have known if John had been 
inducted into the prieft's office by them ; or had in any 
way received his authority from them. There can be 
rib imaginable reaibn afligned for their conceding it, if 
■this had been the cafe. Could they with propriety have 
afierted the faft, it would have relieved them from 
their prefent embarraiiiRent. If John did not derive 
his authority from the officers of the Jewiih church, 
(the only proper medium through which it could pafs) 
he muft have acted independently of them. 

We a£k again, did John preach the fame doftrine 
which the leaders of this church did ? It is manifeft 
he did not : for they taught for dztlrine the command" 
merits of men, Chrift himfelf being judge. But John 
preached the true gofpel of the kingdom. He pointed 
his hearers to the Saviour, as the Lamb of God who 
taheth nvja« the fin -/the world, and exhorted the people 
to repent and believe o-i him. Such as received his 
doftrine, and confab i their iins, he baptized in 
Jordan. 

"Was there any inftitut:on, or even cuftom in the 
Ic-wifh church., which required Joim t*> Iv.iptize his con- 
vens in Jo* dan ? None has ever yet be<?i produced. Al- 
though rhe*e were divers wafh/.vgs upp. intcd in the 
ritual of Mofes, and others added by the fuperftitious 
Pharifecs ; yet they all differed widely from John'3 
baptifm, both in manner and defign. 

Towards the clofe of this chapter, we have the fol- 
lowing account of our Saviour. Then cjvuth J'cfus 
from Galilee to Jordan unto J:hn> to be bapiiz.d of him. 
Mitt John ftrbade him, faying, I have net a to be j.iptized of 
'hte, n*id cmey} thou to me ? And Jtfus aujii cvin^ JdiA 
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unto him> Suffer it to be fo now ; for thus it beeometh ax J 
fulfil all rig»teoufneft. Then he fuffered him. And Jefus 
when he 'u»s baptized, WfcNT UP STRAIGHTWAY OUT 0] 
the water. Reader ! lay your hand upon youi 
heart, and afk yourieif, in the fear of God, if you cai 
poilibly believe that either John or Jefus in the whole 
of the tranfaclions related in this chapter, had any thing 
to do with the Jewiih church, or their leaders ? In 
fpite of all your prejudices, is there not a monitor 
within lhat tells you, they had not ? 

Much pains has been taken to prove that when Chrifl 
faid, thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteoufnefs t his 
meaning was, that it was neceflary for him to be baptt 
zed by John in Jordan, to fulfil a law which required 
the fons of Aaron, when entering into the prieft's office, 
to be waihed at the door of the tabernacle.* What a 
happy knack foine men have, in reafoning from analogy] 
But there is one unlucky circumflance attending this 
argument, and which wholly ruins it. That is, that by 
the fame law which required the above wafliing at the 
door of the tabernacle, Jefus Chrift could not be a 
prieft of that difpenfation ; as he was neither of the 
fons of Aaron, nor of the tribe of Levi ; but of tketrik 
of Judahy of which tribe Mofes fpake nothing concermni 
prie/Ihood. 

If we look into the next chapter, we fhall find the 
manner in which Chrift proceeded in gathering the 
New Teftament church. At the 1 8th verfe it is faid J 
And Jefus walking by the fea of Galilee, faw two brethren^ 
Simon called Peter ■, and Andrew his brother ', rafting a mi 
into the fea, for they were fi/hers. And he faith unto the»\ 
Follow nu; and I will make you fifhers of men. And the] 
flraightway left their nets and followed him.\ And when 
he had gone a little farther thence > he faw J amis the fin cj 
Zebecfec, and John his brother % t mho alfi were in thefbi} 
mending their nets ; an i flraightway he called them, atii 
they I ft their father Ztbeaee in thejhip with the hired fir* 
vantSy tmd went after him % Again, the next day after 
John flood) and two of his dfciples, and looking upon Jtfi> 

* V'!. Me*Tr* Iift\ and Ctwve,aft& o\tax%. 

f Matt. iv. i &— i*. X *L«Vv \<) , xs». 
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fkd, be faith, Behold the Lamb of God ! And the 
ties heard himfpeak, and they followed Jfus.* 
certain fcribe came and faid unto him, Mafter, 1 
w thee whitherfoever thou goeft ; and another of 
tes faid unto him, Lord, fuffer me firjl to go and 
father. But Jefus faid unto him, Follow me, and 
ad bury their dead.f And as Jefus pa ffed forth 
we, he faw a man named Matthew fitting at the 
ciiftom ; and he faith unto him, Follow me. And 
nd followed him.% 

iy following Jefus would go forth into Galilee, and 

°hilip, and faith unto him, Fallow me. Philip 

he Spirit of this new fe<£t fo entirely, as not only 

lling to follow Jefus, but to ufe his influence 

yte others. He foon after met with Nathanael, 

to hiin r We have found HIM of whom Mofes in 

and the prophets did write, Jefus of Nazareth, 

Jofeph. And Nathanael faid unto him, Can there 

thing come cut of Nazareth P Philip faith unto 

>?e and fee 

? fa£ts, recorded by the evangelifts, place before 
lplete hiftory of the commencement of the gof- 
ch. But in this account not a trace of its con- 
*rith the Jewifh church can be perceived. 
1 Jefus Chrift appointed his apoftles the firft offi- 
iis new church, did he confult the chief priefts, 
>es and pharifees ? Or did he appoint them by 
authority, totally independent of them ? Fafts 
i in demonftrating the latter, 
reafonings of our Paedobaptift brethren have 
appeared to us exceedingly defective on this 
They uniformly argue, that the Jewifh and 
n churches are the fame ; and that the latter is 
; than a continuance of the former : but they 
ver £hown us when, where, or how the latter 
was connefted with the former : and it is be- 
bat they never can. They have feemed wholly 
yver this point. At one time they prefent to us 
iili church under the covenant of circumcifio« % 
•* many privileges and bleffings •, by an&Xyjo^l 

* Af— J7- f Matt. viii. 19, at. \«- * 
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prefent us the gofpel church enjoying very difl 
and much greater privileges, and tell us that this 
fame church, only under a different difpenfation. 
If this be a fad, would not Jefus Chrift and the le 
of the Jewiih church have acted in concert ? 
would not the difciples of Chrift, and the membi 
that church have been in harmony with each ot 
Would there not be as much propriety in fayinj 
the pro ceft ant church, and the papal church * 
which they feparated were one and the fame ? I 
branches of the proteftaht church approximate i 
more to the papal, than- the gofpel church did t 
Jewifli. But if proteftants acknowledge their cl 
to be but a continuance of the old papal enure! 
think they ought at leaft to make fome confeflio 
having abufed their Alma Mater, by calling hei 
" old whore of Babylon" — " The mother of a 
inations, &c." 

It is a fact which no one can deny, that Jefus C 
during his perfonal miniftry, did collect a large nu 
of difciples and followers of both fexes : that h< 
forth feventy difciples at one time to preach the g 
and to evince its power by miracles. That the 
itood totally unconnected with the old Jewiih cl 
is abundantly evident, from the unceafing oppo 
which the latter made to the former. We beg to 
whether Chrift's difciples, with their Mafter at 
head, did not conftitute a church, a complete cl 
in gofpel order ? If fo, here were two churches ex 
at the fame time in direct oppofition to each o 
for it mull be remembered that the kingdom of 
was not yet taken from the Jews and given to the 
tiles. We alk, which of thefe two is to be conii 
as the true church ? The Jewifh church continu 
vifible ftate, and retained its vifible forms of wi 
long after the eftablifhment of Chriflianity. And 
was juft as much friendfhip in this old church to 
the followers of Jefus, when they ftoned Steph* 
death for no other fault, than becaufe he was filled 
the Holy Ghoft, and wYietv ti\fc^ caw^Jai Paul i 
temple and were readj to \)\A\\\\m m c^^tS) .^ 
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Itifus was in the midft of them, teaching and preaching 
the kingdom of God* 

Did Chrift treat the Jewifh church in fuch a manner, 
or receive fuch treatment from it, as would lead us to 
fiippofe that he coniidered it as his church, which he 
purchased with his own blood ? 

To elucidate the idea, pleafe to examine the debatt 
between Chrift and the leaders of this church, recorded 
in the eighth chapter of John. In this, Jefus declared 
himfelf the light of the world. The Pharifees difbelieved 
it, and told him plainly that he bore record of himfelf and 
that his record was not true* (ver. 12, 18.) Chrift told 
them that they were ignorant both of him and of his 
Father, (v. 19.) Ye are, faid he, from beneath, lam from 
above ; ye are of this world, I am not of this world. — If ye 
believe not that lam he, yefhalldie in your fins. (v. 23, 24.) 
In order to evade the force of Chrift s do£trine, they 
pleaded their covenant privileges : We be Abraham' s feed. 
I know that ye are Abraham's feed, replied Jefus ; but ye 
feel to kill me, becaufe my word hath no place in you. I 
Jfaak that which I have feen with my Father, and ye d$ 
that which ye have feen with your father. They anfivered 
and faid unto him, Abraham is our father. JcJ us faith unto 
them, If ye were Abraham's children, you would do the 
works of Abraham. Chrift feems to admit that they 
were Abraham's natural feed, but denies that they were 
his children in a fpiritual fenfe. Unwilling to acknowl- 
edge themfelves deftkute of religion, and to prove that 
they had a fair title to heaven without being indebted 
to him, they declared that God was their Father. Jefus 
faid unto them, If God were your Father, ye would love me : 
for I proceeded forth and came from God ; neither came I 
rfmyfelf but be fen t me. (v. 4 J, 42.) At length Chrift 
faid to them, Ye are of your father the devil, and the I lifts 
tf your father ye will do. (v. 44.) With a view no doubt 
to (how the keennefs of their refentment at this plain 
dealing, they anfwered him, Say we not well that thou art 
a Samaritan, and baft a dtvil ? Does this look like that 
language of love which fubfifted between Chrift and 
his true church ? Every candid heart vnY\ ic^j^^« 
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\s it pofiible to bring our minds to believe that the 
true church could ever treat the blefled Saviour as the 
Jews treated him ? They not only defpifed and held 
him in contempt, calumniated and abufed him, but ac- 
tually perfeeuted him to death ! Who was it that the 
traitor covenanted with, to fell his Lord for thirty 
pieces of filver ? Was it to an ignorant mob, made up 
of Gentile libertines, and headed by fome fanatical 
leader? No fuch thing. Judas made his calculations with 
more certainty. He went directly to the chief priests, 
the principal leaders in this church. And do you H 
think they would let fo fair an opportunity pafe, to get j[ 
into their hands a man whom they hated ? Surely no. t. 
The bargain was clofed at once j and Judas was fent jj 
with a band of men to arreft him.* Who was it firft \ 
formed the defign of putting Jefus to death ? The princi- i 
pal leaders of the Jewifh church. And when the mork- \ 

itig was come, ALL THE CHIEF PRIESTS Atit) ELDERS if £ 
the people took eounfel agaitifi Jefus to put him to death, a J 
order to accompliih their murderous defign, he ronft \ 
be delivered to Pilate the governor, to pais fentence { 
of death upon him. Pilate, though a Gentile, feemed 
to have fome fenfe of moral juftice, and was defirous ttf 
underftand the real caufe of their complaint. But who 
arraigned him before Pilate's bar ? Thine own. natm^ 
faid he, and the chief priejis have delivered thee to mt-* 
What hajl thou done ? Jefus at once ftated the true 
ground of the controverfy. My kingdom* faid he, is nd 
of this world. The more Pilate heard and faw, the 
iironger was his convi&ion of the innocency of Jefus. 
Several means had been employed to avert the fentence, 
but without effect. At length, recollecting that it bad 
been a cuftcfm at this feaft to releafe a prifoner, and 
having two, he hoped they would choofe Jefus. But in 
this he was deceived. His perfuafions were all in vain. 
Malice had fixed the infernal purpofe too ftrongly in 
their breafts to be fhaken by his reafonings. No, Jefus 
muft die. His crucifixion was determined on. Hence 
the chief priejis and elders perfuaded the multitude that they 
Jbould ajk Barabbas, and deftroy Jefus.\ O thou infulted, 

* IfatU jxm'u I a, 15, 47. \ Matt. nyii. %o. 
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sring Lamb of God I were thefe the leaders of thy 
rch, thy true gofpel church ? Muft we confider 
n as thy friends, while manifefting this murderous 
ofition to thee, merely becaufe they defcended from 
loins of Abraham ? We cannot. Our hearts revolt 
be horrid thought. 

Tor can we believe that this was the church into 
ch the Gentile converts were grafted. No ; it was 
church gathered by Jefus, and his apoftles ; from 
«ig the Jew6 indeed, but compofed only of the con- 
is to his new doctrine ; of feparates from the old 
ifh church and religion. No others compofed any 
: of the New Teftament church. Muft we not (hut 

eyes againft the cleareft light to believe otherwife ? 
: certainly muft. 

This, however, is one of the main pillars on which 
dobaptifm reds, That this old Jewifli church and the 
v Teftamant church are the fame. This is Mr. 
rards's potent argument, with which he has aflailed 

Baptifts, and laid them (in his imagination) heaps 
m heaps, as Samfon did the Philiftines with the 
•bone of an afs. But with all his zeal to maintain 

famenefs of the Jewifli and Chriftian churches, his 
fcience compelled him to make one very juft: conccf- 
u His confcience, did I fay ? No, I rather think he 
\ a little off* his guard. Speaking of the J e with 
iple collectively, he fays ; " As to their character, 
i certain that, a few only excepted, they were upon 

whole the deadly enemies of Christ and his 
•trine." (p. 62.) Reader ! paufe a moment, and re- 
it upon this declaration. That the Jewifli church, a 
r , a very few j excepted, were the deadly enemies of 
rift and his* doclrme ! And yet, if there be any truth 
Mr. Edwards's argument, this was not only a f ample 
the gofpel church, but the church in reality ! the 
»e with that under the gofpel difpenfation. A little 
»red indeed in «« diet" and " drefl," but identically 

fame.* And was this one of Mr. Edwards's " can- 

reafons for leaving the Baptifts," becaufe they do 
; believe Chrift's church to be principally made up of 

• Vid. p, 46, 48. 
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his that'ly enemies ? The Eaptifts entertain no fuck 
horrid idea. If he believes his own reafoning, it was 
certainly a very iiifficient one for his leaving a com- 
munity who think very differently : For how tan Uv$ 
'w.i'h tcgel/jtt'y except they be agreed ? 

We have thus brieflv ftated a few facts which ferve 
tc: ihcv the temper and feelings of the Jewifh church 
ti)v.arJs our bit fled Redeemer and his doctrine, and 
alfo what treatment he received from them. 

We will now inquire, whether the apoftles of J<fus 
(Jhrift agreed in fentiment with the advocates for infant 
b-Mptifm, with refpect to the famensfs of the Jewiili 
and Chriftian churches. 

Immediately after the afcenfion of the Saviour, wc 
ire prefer, ted with a view of his little fleck ; this new 
£.'Avtl church in a company by themfelves. Here we 
find a body of difciples, amounting to about one hun- 
dred and twenty, affembled in an open room at Jerufa- 
iem. Theft nil continued with one accord \ in prayer and 
fupinicrJknS) with the women > and Mary the mother ofjefus^ 
and with his bntlren. Here were no lcribes nor phari- 
f;.er» intermixed. No one who retained his {landing in 
th;- Jewifh church, nor any who felt unfriendly to the 
i:tcr* i, *L-: of Jcfvs. The traitor himfelf no longer ob- 
iru/itd his unhallowed prefence among them. They 
vvr'j r.il united in love.* When the day cfpentecofl was 
;\." .,,?■(, we find them again together, with one accord 
i'i cue /■/:.'< •:-. I'ore the apoftles experienced the fulfil- 
ls* r: of '".l-.r.t had been predicted by John, and promif- 
<•.' •»/ Chrilt. They were all baptized with the Hdj 
C »/■,/: ondfti'e. No iboner was this noifed abroad, than 
-a v.if: multitude collected. Some were ftruck with 
w:nd(T and amazement; others mocked, and faid theft 
li'tr. are full of new wine. But Peter flood up and ad- 
ilreiled the multitude in a difcourfe peculiarly adapted 
to the occalion, and to the circumftances of his audi- 
ence, liis preaching was attended with a marvellous 
difplay of divine power. He concluded in the following 
words ; Therefore let ALL the hnufe of lfrael know offerer! hi 
//\i/ GW hath made that fame jfcJW, ■a.-bom Tt \^kst **v- 

• A A* i i A- 
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C1FIED, both Lord and Chrtft. Here the houfe of Ifrael or 
Jewifh church collectively, is charged with having taken 
the Son of God, and with wicked hands crucified and 
ilain him. The word delivered by Peter became 
Sharper than a tivo~edged /word ! And they were pricked 
in their hearty and /aid unto Peter > and ts the reft of the 
apoftlesy Men and brethren, whatfball tue do f Then Peter 
(aid unto them, Repent and be baptized every one of you in 
the najne of Jefus Chrift,for the remifftonoffins, and ye 
(hall receive the gift of the Holy Ghoft. For the promife is 
unto youy and to your children , and to all that are afar ojf % 
even as many as the Lord our Godfball call.* 

Wbatfhall we do ? was the language of thofe wound- 
ed-hearted finners. Repent^ faid Peter, and be baptized 
every one of you. He commanded none to be baptized, 
but what he firft commanded to repent. The promife 
of remiffion of fins, and of the gift of the Holy Ghoft, 
was not made to all indifcriminately, but was predicated 
upon their repentance and baptifm, upon their being 
called by the Lord, and not upon the baptifm of im- 
penitents. The promife quoted by the apoftle, as an 
encouragement to them and to their children to repent, 
muft alfo be underflood with this limitation. 

* The apollle here no doubt alluded to the promife recorded by the 
prophet Jeremiah, heboid the day* tone y fait b the Lord, that I ivill male 
• NEW COVENANT voitb the houfe of Ifrael and with the bovfe of Judab : 
Mot according to tie covenant tbat I made v/ith their fathers in ti e day 
lfibcn I took them by the baud to bring them out of tbe land of Egyft, which 
*y covenant tbey brake, although I was an bufbaud unto thorn, faith the Lord. 
But this JbaJl be tbe covenant that I ivill make with tbe houfe of If > ad ; AfUr 
thofe Jays, faith tbe Lord, I WILL PUT MT LAW JN TMtiR inward 
Farts, and writc it in their hearts, and %uill he their Cod, ard 
tbeyjfcall be my peofle. And tbey /ball teach no more every man bis rei~b- 
far, and every man bis brother, faying, Kno-wye tbe Lord ; for tbey 3li all 
ALL KNOW ME, from tbe leaf tftbem unto the great eft of them, faith toe 
Lord ; for I will forgive their iniquity, and remember their Jin no met e f 
This n/ew covenant was eftablifhed upon letter promife* than thofe con- 
tained in the covenant of circurociuon. God did not engage in th«t, 
the renewing influences of the Holy Spirit, xofut bis l<rw in their inward 
parts. That covenant was outward in tbejefb ; this is inward, the 
Uw nuritUn ufinm tbe Atari. In this new covenant, the very Itajl know? 
iJm A>rd. I|i that, many who were the grcaufi in office and power > 
Jldcw Lot the Lord. 

f Jer. «xi. J*— 34. 
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narrative a moment, that you may explain yourfelf. 
You have twice mentioned the jfewf religion^ as if it 
were diftinft from the religion of Jefus Chrift. Yoa 
have alfo faid, that you perfecuted and wafted the chuich 
of god. You moft certainly do not mean the old Jew* 
i(h church, for if we underftand you, you were afting 
in concert wkh that. " My manner of life from my 
yputh s which was at the firft among mine own nation 
at Jerufalem, know all the Jews ;. who knew me from 
the beginning, (if they would teftify) that after the 
straitest sect of our R£Ligiom> I lived a pbarifee* 
And in my ?eal for that church, " I verily thought witfc 
myfelf, that I ought to do many things contrary to the 
name of Jefus of Nazareth. Which thing I alfo did in 
Jerufalem ; and many of the faints did I fhut up in 
prifon." I did not do it however, in a riotous manner 
without the concurrence of my brethren, but " having 
received authority frctn the ehhf priefts.* And when they 
were put to death, I gave my voice again A them. And 
punifhed them oft in every fynagogue, and compelled 
them to blafpheme : and being exceedingly mad againft 
them, I persecuted them even unto ftrange cities.' 4 
« But when it pleafed God, who feparated me from mj 
mother's womb, and called me by his grace, to reveal hi 
Son in me, tbet I might preach him among the hear 
then > immediately I conferred not with fle(h and 
blood — but I went into Arabia and returned again to 
Damafcus. And was unknown by face unto the 
churches of Judea, which were in Chrtft : but they had 
heard only, that he who perfecuted us in times paft, 
now preacheth the faith which once he dejlroyed. And 
they glorified God in me."f 

In this manj before his conversion, we have a com- 
plete fpecimea of the general temper of the Jcwift 
church, during moft of the time the gofpel was con- 
tinued among them. This will be evinced by the fol- 
lowing quotation from one of his epiftles. " For ye, 
brethren, became followers of the churches of Godj 
which in Judea are in Chrift Jefus : for ye have ajfo 
fuffered like tilings of your own countrymen, even as the} 

♦Atfiwvi. 4,^,9, *c,u» \ Q*L fc xx^-i? and ifer-a* 
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have of the Jews : who both killed the Lord Jefus, 
and their own prophets, and ha\ e perfecuted us j and 
theypleafe not God, and are contrary to all men."* 

From the evidence arifing from the facts which have 
been briefly detailed in the preceding pages, the follow- 
ing conclufion irrefiftibly forces itielf upon the mind, 
m. That the gofpel church is not a continuation of the 
)ld Jewifli church, but totally diflincl: : That it dif- 
fers eflentially in its constitution ; in the qualifications 
•equired in order to memberfhip $ in its vilible form, 
hat being national, this being (elected and particular : 
That the predictions and declaration of the prophets, of 
r efus Chrifl and his apoftles, all prefent it'to us as a di£ 
inft body : That facts which cannot be controverted, 
letermine that they never were united, although they 
Ktth actually exifted at the fame time ; but that the 
itter was conftantly oppofed and perfecuted by the 
brmer. 

Hence we conclude, that as the two churches are 
very way fo di/linct, the right of infants to member- 
hip in the Jewifh church is infufficient to fuftain their 
laim to memberfhip in the gofpel church. If they 
ave any claim to memberfhip under the gofpel dif- 
enfation, it muft be founded in the fpecial provilions 
Fthis difpenfation, and not inferred from any thing in 
le former. " The truth," faith Dr. Emmons, " is, we 
mft learn the peculiar duties of believers under the 
refent difpenfation of the covenant of grace, from 
le difpenfation itfelf, which enjoins all the peculiar 
uties which belong to it. If believers are now to 
iptize their children, — it is not beczuife they were 
nee obliged to circumcife them."f 
If thefe things are true, as we verily believe they are\ 
e befeech our brethren not to (hut their eyes againfl 
ie light, and reject them. O that the great Head of 
le church would enlighten each of us more perfccYy 
1 the knowledge of his will ! 

* 1 ThcfT. :i. 14, 15. f Reply to Dr. Hecnnicnwuy. 
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SECTION IV. 

StricJures on the Rev. Peter Edwards's « C. 
Reafonsfor renouncing the Principles of Antipdl 
tifm." 

1 HIS gentleman has been feveral times n; 
in the preceding pages, and the book now befoi 
referred to. 

My defign is only to make ftri&ures. It ca 
therefore be expe&ed that I fhould follow him i 
his long-laboured fyllogifms, nor attempt to unrav 
his intricate windings. This talk is rendered thi 
neceffary, as Dr. Jenkins's very able reply is befor< 
public. In this, a candid reader will difcover r 
folid learning, and a thorough knowledge of the fu 
difcuflTed. 

In writing thefe ftri&ures, I have no wifib to dt 
from Mr. Edwards's " hard-earned fame? nor to i 
diminutively of his abilities as a polemic writer. I 
I could in juftice acknowledge him to be a fail 
honourable difputant. "Whether my judgment is v 
ed by prejudice, is not for me to fay *, but his reafox 
have ever appeared to me extremely fophiftical anc 
candid. The reafons on which I found this op; 
will be feen in the courfe of thefe animadyerfioos. 

The reader is alfo notified, that no attempt wi 
made in the enfuing pages to vindicate Mr. Boot 
the writer has never feen his book to which Mr. 
wards has replied. Nothing therefore will be not 
only what implicates our fentiments generally. 

Mr. Edwards r in his introdu&ion, gives what he 
« a fair ftatement of the queftion." This ftatemt 
divided into five Tfafes. His firft Thefts we fhoul< 
objeft to, had he conduced the difpute accordii 
the principles there ftated. It ftands thus — Tbt 
« That we fet afide all thpfe things about which w 
agreed, and fix our atteji\\on \o \Yvax. 01O03 <yct veto 
d/jfference of opinion mav M\" "^wttAVj*^ 
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rence be ftated in a manner the moft plain and 
le. w The reader will judge, whether Mr. Ed- 
s has not violated the firft of thefe rules, in the 
flagrant manner. Has he not brought up the 
ft of female communion, and employed it as a main 
ment againft the Baptifts ? Yea, the very argu- 
:, which he boaftingiy tells us that he has ufed 
fo much dexterity, as to filence every Baptift he 
net with in a quarter of an hour. And yet this is 
bjjeA that we are entirely agreed in. What has 
le communion to do with infant baptifm ? Nothing 

efs 2. — " Antipaedobaptifts confider thofe perfon* 
eet fubje&s of baptifm, who are fuppofed to pofc 
faith in Chrift, and thofe only. Psedobaptifts 
I with them in this, that believers are proper fub- 
of baptifm, but deny that fuch only are proper 
fts. They think, that, together with fuch believ- 
dults, ivho have r,ot yd been baptized, their infante 
a right to baptifm as well as their parents." The 
>art of this pofition implies what is not true, which 
be ken in our remarks upon the next. 
refis 3. — " From this view of the fentiments of 
i it appears that both parties are agreed on the 
le of adult baptifm, which muft therefore be fet 
, as a matter entirely out of difpute ; for it can 
er no good purpofe for one to prove what the other 
not deny." An incautious reader by this ftate* 
t would be led to fuppofe, that the two denomina* 
i had the fame views of adults being proper fub* 
of baptifm. But it is evident that we differ widely 
lis fubjeft. It is not true, that Pacdobaptifts allow 
t baptifm, only under certain limitations. They 
ed admit fuch as have never been baptized in in- 
f, when they come to be believers. But why do 
? Evidently becaufe they could never baptize 
i before. Their own, or their parents' confent was 
ring. But could they carry their fentiments int6 
jlete effecT, it would put an entire end to believer*' 
ifin ; for they would baptize every \tifra&fowi , a&« 
f born-, nor would they allow tYiOTWifct ?&\kc* 
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fhould they become believers, to be baptized agreeably 
to their own conferences, upon the pain of being de- 
nounced as Anabaptifts. This difference of fentiment \ m 
on this point cannot be denied, without denying an [ 
obvious truth. It is therefore but mere evafion, to fay, j." 
that we are agreed on this point, and that they hold to !; 
believers 1 baptifm as well as we. They certainly would 
exterminate it out of the world if they could. 

But what is Mr. Edwards making this preparation 

for ? The anfwer is eafy. It is to get rid of that bur- £ 

den of proof arifing from thofe qualifications, indifcrim- . 

inately required in order to baptifm, with which his £ 

denomination have conftantly been preffed by the Bap- ;1 

tifts. ': 

We (hall not at prefent object to his ftatement in '" 

the clofe of this polition, viz, " The iiinple queftion ' 

which remains to be decided is this, Are infants fit fub- '- 

jocls of baptifm, or are they not ? On this queftion the ^ 

whole turns. The Psedobaptifts aflirm, and the Anti- * m 

pxdobaptifts deny." But we fhall take the liberty to " 

difprove tiieir fitnefs, by urging their want of thofe qual- J 

ifications required by the inftitution, without alking Mr. '.", 

EcKvarus'ii ronfent. " 

Thtjh i. — " The fimple queftion being as we have now ,' 

ftated it, Are infant sfit fubjecls of baptifm, or are they ." 

not ? it will clearly follow, that all thofe places which ' 
relate to believers' baptifm, can prove nothing on the 

fide of the Baptifts j and the reafon is, they have no . 
i elation to the queftion." No, Mr. Edwards, we (hall 

not coikfent to this. You might very eafiiy indeed beat ^ 

us all in a quarter of an hour, if we would be fo fooliih - 
as to confent to let you firft tie our hands. But in vain 

is the fnare f bread in the fight of any bird. You afk, a Are . m 

infants fit iubjedts of baptifm r" How are we to judge * 

of the fitnefs of a fubject any other wife than by the L 

qualifications required by the inftitution ? No, no, fay ^ 

you, thefe all refpecl adults, and therefore are irrelevant .t 

to the fubjecl. Ailow, if you pleafe, that thefe refpeft ,k 
adults only, and will not this conclufion inevitably fol- 
Jow, that none but adults were to be baptized? 
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If the qualifications indefinitely required by the in- 
ftitution of baptifm, (I fay indefinitely becaufe the fcrip- 
tures give us no idea of one kind of qualifications for 
adults, and another for infants) if thefe are to form no 
part of the rule by which we are to judge of the fitnefs 
of infants, what are we to judge by ? Why truly, Mr. 
Edwards has furnifhed us with a very compendious 
method indeed. We muft go back almoft two thou- 
fand years before the inftitution of baptifm exifted, and 
examine another inftitution every way different in its na- 
ture, mode, and defign, and belonging to another church 
equally different from the Chriftian church ; and upon 
this we are to make up our judgment refpe&ing the 
jifnefs of infants for a New Teftament inftitution ! Muft 
not a man have a front like brafs, who can charge his 
opponents with fophiftry, while he himfclf is guilty of 
fuch management as this, to keep men from feeing the 
truth ? It is believed, that there is not another fubjecl 
in the world, on which men would reafonfo inconclufivc- 
ly. Were a difpute to arife concerning the right of citi- 
zenfhip in the United States, how fhould we determine 
the queftion ? Should we determine it by the confti- 
tution* of Great-Britain, or by the conftitution of the 
United States ? We think there would be but one 
opinion in this cafe, L c. that it muft be determined by 
the conftitution under which we now live, Whv fhould 
we not determine the qualifications for an inftitution of 
the gofpel in the fame way ? 

Mr. Edwards's fifth Thefts is a mere recapitulation 
of the preceding ; therefore it .is thought unneceffary to 
ftate it. 

We (hall now proceed to his ftatement of the argu- 
ments which the Baptifts bring againft infant baptifm. 
w Of thefe," he tells us, " there are two only." If he 
had allowed us to fpeak for ourfelves, it is more than 

Ejflible we might have muftered up one or two more, 
ut what are the two which he allows us to bring ? 
Firft, " Aperfon who has a right to a pofttive inftitution 
nas/i be exfrefsfy mentioned as having that right ; but infants 
*re not fo mentioned, therefore they have not that right. 
This argument he fuppofes requires that ex^ref* 

mention be jpade in the fcriptures o£ die bro>v&c& <& 

w 
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infants. This he fays, is " afiuming, contracted, falfe. rt 
■* It is very aflumin?, becaufe it feems to dictate to the 
ever bleffed God in what manner he ought to fpeak to 
his creatures. Since it is no where contained in his word, 
and he knows bed how to communicate his mind to 
men, it little becomes fuch creatures as we are to lay 
xlown rules by which he (hall proceed." Is it not a 
little tiffuming for Mr. Edwards to inGft upon our re- 
ceiving and approving a practice which he allows not 
to be contained in the word of God ! Reader, paufe a 
moment, and reflect upon this " precious confeffion. tt 
If you are a Baptift, will you not feel more thankful 
than ever, that the fentiments you practife are moft 
plainly contained in God's word ? Will not Mr. Ed- : 
wards's new friends blufh for this unguarded concefBon f ' 
and wifli he had been a little more careful ? He adds* 
« It is very contracted, becaufe it fuppofes we cannot 
under ftand what God fays, but when he fpeaks to us in 
one particular way." No Sir, you mifrake : it fuppofes . 
we cannot under ft.ind him when he does not fpeak at 
all. For you will pleafe to remember, you have juft 
laid, it is no where contained in his word. And this is 
the only medium through which he has fpoken to us 
re '"pec" ting pofitive inftitutions. But, 

44 It is very falfe : becaufe (to wave all other inftan- 
ces, and fix on one only) a fubject is admitted to a pofi- 
tive inftitute, and that admiflion is according to truth* 
and fo held and practifed by all who ufc Chriitian rites* 
when there is no exprefs law or example to fupport it 
in all the word of God. It is the cafe of women to 
which I allude, and their admiflion to the Lord's 
table/' 

This is Mr. Edwards's knock-down argument, with 
which he has fo often vanquifhed the Baptifts. He 
has fpent twelve pages in attempting to prove that there 
is no explicit warrant for female communion ; and 
therefore that it {lands upon the fame footing of infant 
baptifm. His meaning is, that the right of infants to 
baptiffn is equally plain, and as well fupported by the 
fcripture$) as the right of females to communion. " But 
he has unhappily deftro^ed Ysas wpm^t Vj \&&m* 
adtctnenu For he fajs, femie cotcitwim^ " u Mi 
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snd pratlifcd by all who ufe Chrjftian rites" If infant 
baptifm were equally as plain^ what reafon can be af- 
figncd for its not being as universally admitted ? He is 
undoubtedly correcl in this, that no Chriftian fe£t who 
have admitted the celebration of the Lord's fupper, 
have diiallowed the right of females. It is equally 
certain, that from the iirft mention of infant baptifm in 
ecclefiaftical history, it has met with oppofition. This 
opposition has not been made by thole who profeifed 
to be governed by the decrees of popes and councils > 
bat fuch as profeiled to take the word of God for their 
guide in all matters of religion. What rational account 
can be given for the oppofition made to infant baptifm 
from time immemorial to the prefrnt, while females 
have all this time remained in the unmolcfted enjoy- 
ment of communion ; unlefs it be, that the latter is 
clearly eftabli'hed in the New Teftameni, while no evi- 
dence can be found for the former. 

Thofe who deny infant baptifm, have undoubtedly 
the fame tender affe&ion for their children as thofe 
\*ho praftife it ; nor can we admit that they feel lefs 
concerned for their eternal falvation. Hence nothing, 
but the want of fcripture to fupport it, leads them to 
deny its validity. 

We will now take the liberty to vary Mr. Edwards's 
third TtjeftSy and put female communion in the pLce of 
adult baptifm, and he and his friends will then fee the 
full force of his argument. 

Thefts 3. — " From this view of the fentiments of each, 
it appears that both parties are agreed in the article of 
female communion , which muft therefore be fet afide, as 
a matter entirely out of difpute : for it can anfwer no 
good purpofe for one to prove what the other will not 
deny." Very well : then here we will leave it. 

Argument 2. — The fecond argument which Mr. Ed- 
wards allows the Baptifts to bring againft the baptifm 
of infants, he expreffes as follows : 

*• Tlx fcript tires require faith and repentance as requifite 
to baptifm^ but as infants cannot have thefe* tfcej are iwt 
proper fubje&s of baptifm. Infants , fay the Ba^tyta* cttnnat 
ie/tevs, cm tut repent ; and noncfbould be ba£ii%ed -uA'hout 
ilf£ 9 &fc." 
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«* The moft expeditious way, fays Mr. Edwards, ol 
deflroying this argument is this. They fay the fcriptures 
require faith and repentance in order to baptifm. I alk 
cf whom ? The anfwer muft he of adults ; for the fcrip- 
tures never require them of infants in order to any 
thing." My Baptift brethren ! do you not tremble 
for the fate of your argument, fmce it has fallen into 
the hands cf fuch an Apollyon ? But how is he going 
to work to dtftroy it ? Why by telling you that all the 
qualifications required by the inftitution, have refpeet 
only to a very fmall proportion of the candidates for 
that ordinance, and that no qualifications at all are re- 
quired of far the greater part. ' 

How does Mr. Edwards prove that the fcriptures do 
not require faith and repentance of all who are to be 
admitted to baptifm ? He does it in this way, by ad- 
ding the word adults. But it muft be remembered, 
that the fcriptures do not mention either adults or in- 
fants ; but prefcribe thefe qualifications generally and 
without any exception. We fhall therefore infift, that 
the want of thefe qualifications muft forever bar the 
claim cf all others to this ordinance, whether adults of 
infants. 'J 'his is ground we (hall by no means give upi 
until it (hall be fairly proved, that either Chrift er his 
apofties did actually admit perfons to baptifzr, who 
made no profeffion of faith and repentance. This 
has never yec been done, and we believe it never can 
be. However, we have no objection to any perfon's 
making the attempt. 

.Mr. Edwards, after working over this argument, foa* 
to fult hirnfeJf by changing and diminishing the force 
cf the rnaj-^r propofition, at length declares it " a glaf' 
ir.g Jtihifui" But in what does the fophiftry coufirt * 
In his own management, and in nothing elfe. Tb-^ 
ilrft ftafement reads thus; "The 'Liiptures requif^ 
faith and repentance in order to baptifm." TI*^ 
meaning U generally and without any exception* 
When altered by Mr. Edwards, it ftands thus : — «Th*** 
fcriptures require faith and repentance of adults, If* 
order to baptifm." It is this addition alone whicfr 
can poffibly expofe the argument to the charge q£ 
**°phiirry. Place the argument upon its native grounds 
ai -<l it will ftand th»s : 
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« The fcriptures require, in all fier/otts t faith and 
repentance as reqiiifitc to baptifm \ but fame perfons 
have not faith an J repentance : therefore, all impeni- 
tents, whether adults or infants, are not proper fubjects 
of baptifm." The reader will determine for himfelf, 
which party is juftly chargeable with fophiftry. 

After altering the argument as above defcribed, 
Mr. Edwards goes on to prove it falfe. We will now 
briefly examine his proof. He propofes " firft to fhow 
that the argument is entirely fallacious ; fecond, point 
out wherein its fallacy confifts." « 1. Of the fallacy 
of this argument. The principle of it is, that infants 
are excluded from baptifm, becaufe fomething is faid of 
baptifm which will not agree to infants. To fee there- 
fore the tendency of this argument whether it will 
prove on the fide of truth or error, I will try its opera- 
tion on thefe four particulars." 

1. " On the circumciilon of infants. That infants 
were circumcifed, is a facl. That they were circunv- 
cifed by the exprefs command of GoJ, is a proof of 
right, &c." This will not be difputed by any one. But 
how does this prove the argument of the Baptifts to be 
falfe ? Why in this way, " circumcifion, as it was a 
folemn entering into the church of God, did fix an ob- 
ligation on the circumcifed, to conform to the laws and 
ordinances of that church."* How is this proved ? 
From Gal. v. 8. u Every man who is circumcifed is a 
debtor to do the whole law." What is the inference ? 
Here it follows in Mr. Edwards's own words ; " Then 
it is clear, there was fomething faid of circumcifion 
which did no more agree to infant3, than if it had 
been faid, Repent and be baptized." Suppofing, Mr. 
Edwards, we ihould retort a little of your logic upon 
yourferf, and affirm, that when the apoftle fays, Eviry 
masi who is clrciinic'ifed is a debtjr to do the whole law 9 
he muft mean, every adult : " for the fcriptures never 
require fuch obedience of infants in order to any thing." 
Now, Sir, if your logic is good, your argument is good 

- * It iroul-J, we bel : cve,be very difficult to defaibe tV\c £tea& Jdemtut) 
Which an infant of eight days old difcotcred, at this v\mt *>i\x* c&U'urc* 
'mio ihv ckurch, 

w 2 
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for nothing. For the fame mode of reafoning which 
you have adopted to deftrqy . out argument, will deftroy 
your own. But I mean to ihow its fallacy in another 
way. \, ^ ; 

To the abovfc inference our author adds, a In this 
refpedt, baptifin and circumciiion are upon a level ; for • 
there is fomething faid concerning both, which will by I 
no means agree to infants. Infants, on the one hand j 
cannot believe and repent ; and thefe are connected I 
with baptifm ; and on the other hand, infants cannot 
become debtors ; they cannot keep the law, and thefe 
are connected with circumciiion." If I (hould reafon j 
after this manner, I (liould expect to be roundly charged 
with fophiftry. " Connetled with baptifm ;" "connefted 
with circumciiion," lays Mr. Edwards. But, Sir, are j 
they connected alike ? Muft not every perfon, by a 
moment's reflection, fee that they are totally different ?* 
Baptiim does not merely « fix an obligation" to believe 
and repent at fome future period ; but requires a pro-. 
feiHon of faith and repentance, as a previous qualifica- 
tion for the ordinance. Circumciiion did not require 
any previous obedience to the law, in order to qualify* 
peri on for that rite. The utmoft that can be faid of it 
with regard even to fuch adults as voluntarily choofe 
it for themfelves is, that they thereby made themfelve* 
debtors to do the whole law. The apoftle's meaning i* 
evidently this, that thofe who ftiil infifted upon circum* 
chion, as that was one of the firii articles of the legal 
difpenfatiou, could not be fuppofed to have embraced 
the gofpel 3 and if they depended on their obedience* 
to the law for j unification, which wa*5 implied in their 
holding to circumciiion, they muft then coniider them?* 
ftives debtors to do the whole law. But can it be flip* 
poled, that the mere act of circumciiion, performed ca 
a. helpleft infant, without his knowledge or confent, 
(hould make him a debtor to do the whole law ? It 
is evident Paul had nothing of this in view, when he 
circunicifcd Timothy* I do net think it conftituted 
him a debtor to do the whole law. But had he chofen 
that method of juftification in preference to the gcfpclj 
it- certainly would.. 
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But will not every perfon who is capable of reafoning 
upon a fubjeft, fee a wide difference between qualifica- 
tions previoujly required by an ordinance, and an obliga- 
tion fixed by the ordinance itfelf ? The great Author of 
being fixes an obligation upon every rational creature 
as foon as it exifts, to love and obey him. But he re- 
quires no previous exercifes of love and obedience in 
order to qualify us for exiftence. It hence appears that 
the two cafes ftated by Mr. Edwards, as being entirely 
fimilar, « and upon a level," are totally unlike. There- 
fore, until it can be made out that qualifications for an 
ordinance* and fubfequent duties ariimg from it, are the 
fame thing, we mud: fet down Mr. Edwards as a 
fbphiftical reafoner ! But the whole will be fubmitted, 
argument urn ad judicium, to all whom it may concern.* 

Mr. Edwards next argues againft the general require- 
ment of faith and repentance, from the " baptifm of 
Jefus Chrift." He fuppoies as " he was no finner, he 
could have no repentance j and fince he needed no fal~ 
vation from fin, he could not have the faith of God's 
deft." 

Are there any Chriftians who fuppofe that Jefus Chrift 
was baptized for precifely the fame reafons as thole by 
which he has enjoined the duty upon his people ? Or in 
other words, whether his baptilm fignified. the fame 
things which our's does ? If not, his argument is noth- 
ing to the purpofe. But let us hear Mr. Edwards's own 
explanation. " With regard to the ufe of baptifm," faith 
he, " I confider it in the light of a mean, of grace, and I 
view it in the fame way when applied to infants." (p. 
184.) Does Mr. Edwards fuppofe that the baptifm. of 
Chrift was a mean of grace to him ? If not, it muft 
certainly be very different from the baptifm of any 
other perfon. We do not think that Jefus Chrift ftood 
in need of any fuch, means of grace as infant baptiiin. 
Hence his not being a fubjeft of faith and repentance, 
cannot with any fairnefs be urged againft the general 
requirement, of the inftitution, nor be pleaded as an 
exception in behalf of finful creatures. 

* The reader will acuta mj ufing thefe logical \jen*%,NiV«&W t«tk» 
hits I am rcifoping with a very logical xa»u % 
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Mr. Edwards dnws his third argument from the 
« falvation of infants." Thefc he prcfumes are faved i 
and faved too without either faith or repentance. 

We fufpeft he may find this argument rather unman- 
ageable. It may poffibly take a greater extent of lati- 
tude, and fpread much wider than he intended. If in- 
fants may be faved without faith or repentance, (the 
qualifications for baptifm) it muft be plain that all in- 
fants may be faved. If this be an argument in favour 
of the baptifm of fome infants, it will prove equally in 
favour of the baptifm of all infants, whether their par- 
ents are Chriflians, heathens, or infidels, v.nlefs the 
pollibiilty of their falvation be denied. We fee but 
two ways (to ufe his own modeft language) to fave his 
" argument from perdition." The firft is, to prove that 
no infants will be laved, but fuch as defcend from be- 
lieving parents : or, fecond, to extend his practice of 
baptizing the. 11 10 all infants, without exception. For 
if their rig x it to this o-\ii nr.n cc 13 to be fupported upon 
the poffibility of :h«?ir falvation, then it cannot depend 
at all on the mcr.:! condition of their parents, unlefs their 
falvation dopends en th?.t lkevife, which it would be 
abfurd to pretend. "W e only :uld, if they may be faved, 
though incapabY of t'r*? quilhications required by the 
baptifmal inftituiiori, v ve ihi^ld certainly fuppofe their 
baptifm might be alio omir f td, unlefs that be thought 
of more confequeriic in the article of falvation than faith 
and repentance. 

Mr. Edwards's fo^rt'i and 3a£ argument to prove 
that the Bapiifts rr-.ibn fcpl^'rlc.ii'y when they infifton 
a profeflion of faith and repentance in order to baptifm> 
is drawn from th j " temporal fubliftence of infants." 
Hi endeavours to rvke oat thit 0*1 r argument goes to 
prove, that infants ought to be left to Jtarve to death. 
His reafoning is founded on Paul's words to the Thff- 
falonians : We comriir.iuieJ ;••;;/, f;\«fh the apoftle, if aft] 
would t:ct tvorky neither fis^fd he ent, 

Our argument, as f kited by Mr. Edwards, is, tint 
" the fcriptures require f.iirh and repentance as requi- 
site to baptifm j but as infants cannot have thefe, they 
2T2 not proper fubjecls." TV\\s at^um^A^^C^iW 
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s infants cannot exhibit the fcriptural qualifications, 
hey are not to blame ; neither are they injured in our 
iew in not being admitted to baptifm* But the cafe of 
!ie moilful idUr is every way different. He is. fuppofed 
} poflefs fufficient ability to obtain the comfortable 
leans of fubfiftence, but by a criminal negligence be- 
anies chargeable to the church. It is wonderful to 
je what this doctrine of analogy can do ! It can make 
ibjefts the moft antipodal, appear to ftand in perfect 
armony ; and fuch as in their nature are every way 
nlike, to be perfectly analogous. 

By the preceding animadverfions it will be feen that 
Ir. Edwards's four arguments, when weighed in an 
vea balance f are found wanting. It needs only to 
xnove their extraneous parts, and they appear at once 
holly irrelevant to the fubjecl:. The argument which 
e oppofes does not of itfelf prove againft the truth, nor 
as it any unfriendly afpett but what it derives from 
is torturing hand. 

His next attempt is to (how wherein the falfity of this 
rgument confifts. This, he informs his readers, is by 
ur placing " one thing in the premifes, and another 
i the conclufion." But the reader muft not forget 
lat he (rated the premifes, and made the conclufion to 
lit himfelf. But, wherein do they difagree ? The 
iaptifts, he fays, place adults in the premifes, and infant* 
\ the conclufion. This is not true. The Baptifts 
lake the premifes general, and the conclufion general. 

But let us inquire whether Mr. Edwards does not, 
f his own ftatement, get more in his conclufion from 
rcumcifion than can be found in the premifes. His 
rgument runs thus : — The male infants of Abraham and 
is pofterity, were by God's command to be cir- 
imcifed. What is his conclufion ? Therefore the in- 
mts of fuch as belong to the Chriftian church, bo'h 
a/et and females i are to be baptized. Has Mr. Edwards 
?re got no more in his conclufion than is found in his 
remifes ? " O fliame, where is thy blufh !" 

We will now meet Mr. Edwards upon his argumen- 
m ad homiwm. and fee what th>e refa\\. ^v^ \>^% 
Now, faith he 3 to make the argument oi vVva ^^vavJ-s 
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confiftent, we mult place infants in the premifes a* i 
■well as in the conclulion, and the argument will ftand 
thus : — The failures require faith ar:i repentance of 
infants in order to bnprifm 5 but infants have not faith, 
&c. therefore infants are not to be baptized." 

We will now try his argument. Mr. Edwards fuf- 
tains the plea in favour of the baptifm of infants both 
male and female, from the covenant of circumcifioo ; 
but by that covenant no female infant was admitted to 
circumcifion 5 therefore no female infant rnuft be ad- 
mitted to baptifm. 

Again, " infants, in order to viiible membership, 
were the fubjedls of a religious rite 5"* for " circumcii- 
iun was a religious rite ;" but female infants were not 
the fubjech of that religious rite, therefore female ia«! 
fants were not admitted to memberfhip in the viiible, 
church. 

Thus we fee, that Mr. Edwards's logic will prove his 
own arguments falfe, and exclude female infants both 
from baptifm and from viiible memberfhip in the. 
church. It is impoflible to fupport the claim of female 
infants to baptifm upon the covenant of circumcifioo, 
without getting more into the concluuon than cao be 
found in the premifes. This may not be ft tgmatized as 
a " glaring fophifm" in a Pxd.ibaptifl: ; but it will be 
remembered what Mr. Edwards has faid of it with re- 
fpec"t to the Baptifts. 

We will now fpend a few minutes In examining Mr. 
Edwards's " arguments on the fide of infant baptifm." 

" Infant baptifm, faith he, is to be proved in the 
fame way as female communion j" u e. by a inference, 
and analogy." Well, go on, Mr. Edwards, and mace 
your ftatement. " In the firft place, it is a fatt ac- 
knowledged by the Baptifts themfelves, that infants 
were at an early period conflituted members of the 
church of God." This, Sir, is about half true. N0 
well informed Baptift could ?.dmit it in this unqualified 
fenfe ; for it fuppofes that infants, females as well as 
males, without limitation were admitted : this wants 
proof. But proceed. "In the tur&x ^Ucc, I (hall pro- 

• Candid Re M*\ ?> il- 
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duce proo^ that they have a right to be fo now ; and 
Lhat the conftitution of God by which they were made 
members, has not been altered to this day." Should you 
(ucceed, Sir, in this attempt, thefe confequences will in- 
evitably follow. 1. That circumcifion is ftill in force 5 
or, that the conftitution of God, which cxprefsly en- 
joined circumcifion, has been altered ; and altered too 
by divine authority, fo as to admit of baptifm in its 
room. 2. If this conftitution remains unaltered, female 
infants liave ho place in it : for they were neither nam- 
ed nor included in that rite by which you tell us infants 
were admitted to " vifible memberfliip." (p. 39.) Have 
you got through with your ftatement, Sir ? Not wholly. 
Then pleafe to proceed. " In the laft place, I (hall 
lay down this dilemma, which will conclude the whole 
buiinefs 5 namely : — As infants, by a divine unalteraVe 
xonflitutiotiy have a right to be received as church mem- 
bers, they muft be received either with baptifm or 
without it. If they are not to be received without 
baptifm, then the oonfequence is, that they muft be 
baptized, becaufe they muft be received." Infants muft 
be received, and therefore muft be baptized, and they 
muft be baptized becaufe they muft be received. The 
potency of this reafoning no man will dare to difpute. 

This dilemma viewed at a diftance, has, to befure, a 
frightful afpeft 5 but upon a nearer infpection, its for- * 
miJable appearance vanifhes away. The funi of it is 
this, That if infants have a right by the divine injlitntion to 
mmberfhip in the Chrifiian churchy then they mtift be ad" 
mitted according to that hflii ution. 

If Mr. Edwards, by this unalterable conftitution, means 
the covenant of circumcifion, as he moft certainly does, 
we wifh to know whether female infants were admitted 
to memberfhip by any religious rite, agreeably to that 
conftitution ? If fo, what was that rite ? If that csnflitu- 
tion faid nothing about female infants, and it was in its 
nature unalterable, we wifh to be informed how they 
came by the right they now enjoy in the Chriftian 
church. I am afraid after all, Sir, your argument will 
prove fatal to the memberfhip of thefe uoor tittle fe- 
male infants ! Do, Sir, have a little compafl\oti otiX^em^ 
2nd try fdme way or other to provide fox 0\tvc ttvexu- 
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berfhip. It will be in vain, however, to tell us that in l * 
the inftitation of the gofpel church there is neither malt \r 
mrfemaie, that they are all one in Chrj/t Jrfus. This b \ 
Dot the unalterable conftitution on which you defend n 
their right. And it is true only of fuch as are believers, -^ 
fuch as are the children of God by faith in Chrtft Jefus ** i 
not fuch as are his merely by circumcifion or baptifm. > 
Thefe infants, if they are any way interefted in Chrift'i ^ 
ftlvation, have no faith, by your own acknowledgment) *; 
for you have fuppofed them incapable of it. [,j 

- In this firft argument, Mr. Edwards fuppofes he hai -^ 
eftablifhed the right of infant member (hip in the Cbrif* j 
tian church. But the utmoft that can be fairly deduced j* 
from his arguing is, that male infants were admitted by K. 
divine appointment to memberfliip in the Jewifh church, v ti 
Two points, which are all-important, yea, which are the * 
very fine qua non to fupport his fcheme, he has left to* * 
tally without proof, viz. That the Jewifh and Chriftian ; 
churches are the fame ; and that female infants were j. 
admitted to memberfhip by divine appointment. If z 
Mr. Edwards has proved any thing more than I have ± 
allowed him, I have not yet been able to difcern it. :> 
The refult which he has formed upon his own argu- ^ 
ment, will (how us what he fuppofes he has done, and t 
what courfe he means to take in future. tf Thefe two r . 
parts of the proportion, faith he, being evinced ; name- ; 
Jy, 1. The church memberfhip of infants ; and, 2. * 
Their r.dmifiion to it by a religious rite ; the whole - 
propofition which I undertake to maintain, and to lay - 
as the ground-work from which to conclude the bap- \ 
tifm of infants, is this, — God has conftituted in his : . 
church the memberfliip of infants, and has admitted 
them to it by a religious rite."f 

The reader will here fee the ground-woke of infant 
baptifm I that it is placed at the diftance of near two 
thoufand years from the gofpel difpenfation ! that it 
does not look to that for its fupport, but depends en- 
tirely upon the unalterable conflituiion of the Jewilh 
church, "TtCgl, 

From tins data Mr. TLdvrads proceeds to his fecond 
argument fas follows : u Tfce cbtivcb irawiberjbtfc of tajonu 

* Gal. iii. *6, %%< \*MS *V 
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vas never fet ajide by God or man ; but continues in force , 
ndcr the fan cl ion of God, to the prefent day" 

In fupport of this argument, he reafons thus : « Ev- 
ry one knows, that what was once done, and never 
ndone, muft of courfe remain the fame : And that 
rhat was once granted, and never revoked, muft needs 
ontinue as a grant." (p. 4?5.) " That whatever God 
as eftablilhed ftiould be fuppofed to continue, though 
re could bring no proof of its continuance, unlefs we 
re plainly told, that he has ordered it otherwife." It 
rould not do, I fuppofe, in this inftance, Mr. Edwards, 
i difprove its continuance by " analogy" or " infer- 
nce I" Nothing but being " plainly told? can be ad- 
litted in this cafe. 

To fave us the trouble, however, of proving that this 
rant is vacated, Mr. Edwards has generoufly volunt- 
eered his fervices to prove that it is not. This proof 
rill now be examined. " There was, fays he, only one 
joint of time, in which it is even fuppofed the church 
nemberfhip of infants was fet afide ; and that was 
when the Gentiles were taken into a vilible church 
lute." 

Here Mr. Edwards is thought to have ftumbled upoa 
the very threfhold. He has taken for granted, what 
cannot be admitted without the moft clear and une- 
quivocal proof ; that is, that the apoftles and difci- 
ples of Jefus, with their Mafter at their head, did not 
conftitute a new churchy purely upon gofpei principles, 
but that they were incorporated with the old Jewilh 
church, and conducted in all things agreeably to its 
inalterable conjtitutiotu Nothing in our view c?.n be 
farther from the truth than this fentiment. It ftands 
condemned by all the facts recorded in the New Tcfta- 
ment. But having treated this fubjecT: more at large 
in a preceding part of this work, the reader is referred 
to that for proof of what is here afferted.* It is fufii- 
cient here to fay, If Chrift, with more than feventy diG- 
tiples, acting by his authority, totally independent of 
the Jewiih church and its leaders, did not cdtiftitute the 
Ghriftian church, we can have no idea ot t&^x&ecvcfe 

• Sec Se&. IV. 
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at any otber period. To fay that Chrift and his difct» 
pies were united as members of that old church ever 
after Jefus commenced his public miniftry, and called V 
thefe difciples to follow him as their head and leader 
would be to contradict the whole hiftory of facts re- 
corded by the Evangelifts. 

Mr. Edwards fuppofes the " moft carnal Jew that 
ever fat in the regions of darknefs could not givoifc 
more frigid account of circumcifion than Mr. Booth | 
has done." It is believed he would be puzzled to fiad ji 
a Jew, either in the regions of darknefs or light, when h< 
Chrift was upon earth, or at any period fince, who }: 
iv oul d acknowledge with him that the Jewifh and p 
Chriftian churches are the fame. No * 9 they know ji: 
that they and their fathers hated and oppofed JeSjs of \> 
Nazareth and his doctrine $ that they persecuted hia t± 
and his followers. Yet Mr. Edwards tells us, that w tbt % 
firft Gentiles of whofe calling we read are faid to haw [ 
been added to the church ; but there was no church I: 
exifting to which they could be added, but the anew* h 
Jewijb churchy of which all the apoftles and difciples fk > 
our Lord were members." Is there another man upca *| 
earth that can believe this ? that can entertain finch a *& 
degrading thought of Jefus and his difciples, as not to • 
acknowledge them to be the true gofpel church i "Wf * 
know that the Jewilli priefts and people difowned theta, t 
and treated them as the enemies of their church j but -r 
who would have ever thought that a man, profeffing to ; 
be a Chriftian minifter, could be fo attached to the old y. 
Jewifli fyft^m, as to deny Chrift and his difciples tho \ 
honour of compofing and conftituting die new Chrijltii* i 
thurch ! Let every perfoil who can read the New Tefr j 
tament, read it carefully and prayerfully, and fee if ho p 
can find a Angle hint in the whole account, that ever j: 
the apoftles and difciples of Jefus were in any fenfe ••; 
connected with that church, after they became the fcl- | : . 
lowers of Chrift. Mr. Edwards fays, thefe « apoftfet j; 
and difciples were members of the ancient Jewift !' 
church." The evangeJift John fays, The Jews W 
mgrad already thai if <m j man did confej* that fa m*i ttt \< 
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h m i/l f be fhoulibe put ottt of the fynagogue.* Did not the 
>oftles and difciples confefs Chrift openly ? Or did 
ey diffemble, and f<y keep their place in the Jewifh 
urck i We leave the dilemma to Mr. Edwards and 

5 friends. 

Will the apoftles of Jefiis thank Mr. Edwards for 
delating them with his " deadly enemies ?" Or im- 
citly charging them with the duplicity of the Phari- 
?$, who are faid to believe on him, but who lt>ved the 
aife of men more than the praife of God, and there- 
re did not confeft him openly ? The Tews were fo 
■ from acknowledging Chrift and his followers as be* 
g members of their church, that they exultingly told* 
e man whom Jefus had reftored to his fight, Thou art 
f {fifapfe, but we are Mofes* difciples. We know that 
ydfpahe unto Mofes : as for this fellow > we know not from 
hence he is.f 

It would not help Mr. Edwards's argument to* fay, 
At the Jewiih church now confifted of fuch only as 
iftraced Chrift and his doftrine. This would but 
fceive hi* readers ; for this was not the Jewifh, but 

* gofpel church. This was compofed of converts from 
daifm to Chriftianity. But if Judaifm and Chriftianity 

6 the fame, it would be nonfenfc to talk of being 
Averted from one to the other. For a Jew to bo- 
nne a Chriftian, a much greater alteration was necef- 
ry than merely to change his " clothing" and " di- 

• j" (p. 46, 48) his heart muft be changed, or he 
tmld be no better than a Judas. 

For Mr. Edwards therefore to prove that male in- 
nts had a right to membership in the Jewifh church, 

proving what nobody denies ; and will afford no 
pport to his argument, unlefs it can be proved, that 
ie two churches are one and the fame. This he hi» 
deed aflerfed, but has given no fufficient proof of it. 
bf will any man who is inquiring after truth be fatif- 
sd by having it proved, that there were fome points 
" agreement ; fome analogy between the two churches. 

muft be proved, that Chrift and his difciples did 
rfaaJJj unite with the old Jewifh churclv* axA \&c a fc\Ti&> 

* John is. %%, ^ Johix a. *%,v?- 
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one with that body, or elfe his argument will prove 
nothing to the point in difpute. 

Nor will it help his cauf'e to fay, " that the right of 
infants in that chunk was never fet afide either by God 
or man." The queftion is not, whether infants were 
admitted to the Jewiih church, but whether Chrift has 
instituted the mem b erf hip of infants in the gofpel 
church. Let this be proved, and the difpute will be 
at an end. 

Mr. Edwards feems willing to let go every body and 
every thing which belonged to that church, but the 
memberfhip of infant?. He acknowledges that the 
great body of that " church were, upon the whole, the 
deadly enemies of Chrift and his doctrine ;" that, 
u feveral inftitutions did ceafe, and fome new ones were 
ordained," but his darling point was not affected, (p. \, 
46, 62.) How wonderful it is, that in this general * 
-wreck, he fhould be fo fortunate as to fave the mem- .• 
berfhip of infants. Not only to fecure it in its ancient , 
form, but to extend it to females as well as males. He ; 
had indeed anticipated this difficulty, in carrying for* 
ward his famenefs of memberfhip. But what are the 
greateft mountains before fuch a Zerubbabel ? They 
are at once levelled to a plain. He acknowledges that 
women, (the antithefis required him to have faid, fe- 
male infants) were not admitted into the Jewifh church 
by any initiating rite, and concludes, " that whereas 
the church ftate among the Jews included males both 
adult and infant, fo to the Gentile church, together 
with theie, there is, by the cxhrefs order ofGad, the fuper- 
addition of females." But pray, fir, does this exprt[s 
•iderofGji include female infants ? Or does it in- 
clude only believing women ? If there be any " ex- 
preis order of G.id" refpecciog female infants in the 
New Teihiment, do, in your great wifdom, be fo good as 
to point us to it. If Mr. Edwards knows of any exprtjs 
$rder of God, he can have no difficulty in printing it 
to our complete conviction. 

We know that believing nvemen are exprefsly men- 
tioned ; but this docs nothing to eftibliih his argument. 
ft is /aid of the Ssunariv.iws* t : .«r «u;W. x\i\ V.\w*d VVaV.^ 
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preaching the things concerning the kingdom of God, and the 
natrie of Jtfus Chrift y they ivere baptised both men and 
women. Here we have exprtffs mention of women, but 
not of children. 

It* will appear, no drubt, to the candid reader, that to 
prove fhe exiftence of ?ny right under the Jewifh 
difpenfation, is not to prc\e the exiftence of the 
fame right under the gofpcl difpenfation ; the qualifi- 
cations for member/hip under the latter, being fo very 
different from thofe required by the former, that no 
plea of right can be argued from one to the other. It 
might as well be argued, that becaufe a fmail borough 
in the county of Cornwall in England has a right to 
fend a member to the Britifh parliament, therefore a 
town containing the lame number of inhabitants in 
Maflachufetts has a right to fend a member to Con* 
grefs. 

"We' will now proceed' to Mr. Edwards's proof that 
the memberfhip of infants was carried forward into* 
the Gentile church. His firft argument is taken from 
Matt. tlXu 43. « Therefore fay I unto you, that the 
kingdom of God fhall be taken from you, and given to 
a- nation bringing forth the fruits thereof." The ques- 
tion here is, what was taken from the Jews, and what 
was given to the Gentiles ? Was it the old Jewifh 
church privileges ? or, was it the gofpel difpenfation, 
which Chrift called the kingdom of God ? What did 
John mean when he thus addrefled the Jews who at- 
tended his miniftry, Repent, for the kingdom of God is at 
land ? Did he meari that the Jewifh church ftate was 
at hand ? This would agree with Mr. Edwards's defi- 
nition. Muft it not be manifeft to every candid raind 
that he meant the gofpel difpenfation, containing the 
Spiritual kingdom of Chrift ?' 

It may be afked how this could be taken from them, 
unleft they firfr had it. We anfwer, this kingdem was 
among them, although it did not come by obfervation. 
The gofpel with all its privileges v*as firft publifhed to 
tte Jews. And notwithftanding they had d€\\\£\fc\ 
Chri/r to be % crucified, yet he commanded \A& &&\\\s^ 
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after he rofe from the dead, to preach repentance ami 
rcmUTion of tins to all nations, beginning at Jerufalcm* 

Here they began ; and on the day of pentecoft 
three thou fan J fouls were converted, and added to tht 
ihurcb. We appeal to the coniuentious, (and we be- 
lieve there are many fuch among the Paxiobaptifts,] 
whether the church hero mentioned was the old Jew- 
iih church, or the body of believers which had been 
collected under the perfoual miniftry of Chrift ? The 
latter muft be admitted ; nor can we think there would 
be a dhTentin? voice. But to admit this, would ruin 
-Jr. Edwards's whole plan. For he has no other fup- 
port for the meinberihip of infants but what is de- 
rived from the union of ihefe two churches. 

The reader will now look at his explanation. u The 
takirg of the kingdom, faith he, from the Jews and 
jiving it to the Gentiles, denotes ; I. The ceafing of a 
regular church ftate among the Jews. And this ac- 
tually took place, by the deftruftion of fome, and the 
difperfion of others who did not receive the Lord Jefus 
Chrift as the fent of God ; while thofe who did receiie 
him were at length removed from Judea, and by de- 
grees loft the name of Jew, in that of Chriftian." (f 
47.) This account looks pretty plauilble j but it has 
one very effential defect. It happens to difagree in 
almoft every point with matter of faft ; for inftead of 
the deftruftion and difperfion of the Jews at the fetting 
up of the gofpel church, it was the Chriftians that were 
difperfed and fcattered abroad by the perfecution. of the 
Jews.* " Thofe who did not receive the Lord'Jefns 
Chrift," at this time, and for many years after, remained 
in the fame church order as before the appearance of 
Chrift. Nor is it faft, that the name of Jew was loft 
m that of Chriftian. That name and that church ftill 
continued for nearly thirty years after the disciple; 
were jirjl called Christ IANS at Antioch. 

It would feem by this confufed ftatement which Mr 
Ed wards has made, that the change from Judaifm t< 
Chriftian«ty was very gradual $ that it took near! j fort 

• AAs vi"». 1 
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fears to bring it about. That the Chriftians were 
united with the Jews all the time until their difperikm, 
(p. 47.) Nor was the change, according to him, of any 
confequence when it had taken place. It confifted prin- 
cipally in the abolition of a few Jewifh rites, and the 
adoption of others in their room, both meauing the 
fame thing : " for rituals are to a church, as diet and 
ornaments are to a man." (p. 48.) Thefe do not effenr 
tially alter him. 

Mr. £dwards argues fecondly from Rom. xi. 23, 24. 
from the breaking off of the Jews from the olive tree ;. 
and the grafting in of the Gentiles. His explanation 
of this figurative pafiage is as follows. " 1 . The olive 
tree is to denote a v&ble church ftate. 2. The Jews 
are faid to be natural branches, becaufe they defcended 
from Abraham, to whom the promife was made : / will 
be a God to tbee y and to thy feed. 3. The Gentiles were 
brought into the fame church ftate from which the Jews 
were broken off," &£. 

Upon the above we obferve — If the breaking off of 
the Jews from the olive tree denoted the diffolution of 
their church ftate, then the facts will not correfpond 
with each other, v for the Gentiles were grafted into 
the Chriftian church, long before, the. viability of the 
Jewifh church ceafed. 

The perfecution and martyrdom of Stephen* appears to 
have taken place. the fame, or the year following the cru- 
cifixion of our Lord. On this perfecution it is. faid the 
church was all fcattered abroad, excepting the. apoftles. 
Was this the old Jewifh church that was perfecuted ? 
If ib, we afk who perfecuted them ?. Did the few 
Chriftians perfecute the whole Jewiih church and fcat- 
ter them ? What abfurdities follow upon admitting the 
arguments of our. opponents. This perfecution was over- 
ruled, for the fpread of the gofpel among the Gentiles. 
Philip went down, to Samaria. Saul was converted 
at Damafcti* and began to preach; and not long. after 
there was a church planted at Antioch in Syria. From, 
this, Paul and Barnaba3 were fent into Ada. Mvctot*, 
Uejre they found fame of tkeir countr^iaeni wA «*-* 
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dwrouflei Id' convince them that Jefus ww Ae Meffiab. 
Some believed, but die greater part oppofed and bhfc 
phemed. Then Paul and Barnabas ivaxed hid and 
find y k was necefary that the nvsrd of 'God \ fhouU } 'ftrft Hm 
keenfpoken to you ;■ hut feeing ye put it front you, and Judge 
yourjelve* umvorthy of ever fading life, lo, nue turn to tat 
Gentiles ; for Jo hath the Lord commanded as J* Ih" this wij! 
it appears, that the kingdom of God' ww taken from 
the Jews and given to the Gentiles. 

Upon the olive tree Mr. Edwards obferves, * 5. 
The Gentiles- w«re brought into the fame church fhre 
from which ffhe Jews were broken off.* The objeft of 
this ftafement is eafily difcernecfc, It is made, no dbub$ 
to fave the memberfhip of infants. He* has no cfiffictf- 
ty in admitting that this ftm& church fiate is altered" ill 
alnioft every thing elfe Bur. the membership of in- 
fonts muft be retained, " although we have no proof of 
its continuance, tmlefs we are plainly told to the con- 
trary ." But this whole ftatement appears to be erro- 
neous. 

If the good "olive tree is to denote a vifible dtarcft 
ftate," the wild olive tree muft denote the famft 
The antithefis certainly requires this conflxufiioir. Bat 
was there any thing among the Gentiles at this time 
which might be called a church ftare ?' "We can fbrtn 
no fuch idea. The Gentiles were confideredas branch- 
es of one tree before believing, and of another afteK 
Thefe two trees are both called olives > and diftmgmfhed 
enly by their qualities ; the one a good, the other a 
wild olive. . By the good olivfc tree, therefore^ we ratter 
think Chrift. himfelf is intended; If fo, it may be 
a&ed, how can it be (aid, that the unbelieving jfews 
were branches^ (as they muft have been in feme fcflfe) 
or they could not be broken off ? We atrffwer, Hiej 
were fo confidered, in aonfequence of their vifible' pro* 
feffioif. As a nation, they profefled to be his peopfc 
The believing fpiritual branches continued hi Cbrrftr; 
and were, under his immediate direftionj formed into* 
spiritual church in vifible gofpel order, and the urine* 
hefing branches cut off vcA T^e©&&. Ttta *«$R£tM» 
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tion agrees with Chrift's own words in the fifteenth 
chapter of John. lam, faith he, the true vine ; my 
Father is the hufbandman. Every branch in me that bear" 
etb not fruit he taketb away ; and tvery branch that bear- 
eth fruit, he pur get h it, that it may bring forth more fruit. 

Here are two kinds of branches, and both faid to be 
in Chrift ; one barren, the other fruitful. The fruit- 
lefs branches were in him only by profefllon ; the 
fruitful branches were united to him by a living faith 
and onenefs of nature. 

By the wild olive tree, we think the apoftle meant to 
reprefent Adam, as the original (lock from whence all 
the human family fprang ; and all who are not by the 
Spirit of God grafted into Chrift the true olive, ftill 
ftand in this wild or natural flock. 

Chrift is the holy root, which fupplies the branches with 
all the real holinefs they poffefs. From him each living 
member will forever draw fap and nouriOiment. The 
apoftles were the firft fruits of Chrift's perfonal miniftry ; 
they, were made holy by virtue of. their union with him. 
If the firfl fruits, faith the apoftle, be holy, the lump alf$ 
tvill be holy. As the firft fruits were accounted a 
pledge of the future harveft, fo were thefe firft converts 
confidered as a fampie of the church, which (hould be 
gathered under the miniftry of the word. But to con- 
sider Abraham as the root, as many do, is to place the 
branches upon a very incompetent ftock. Good man ! 
all the real holinefs he ever had, was derived from him 
who is the Root and Offspring of David : nor could 
he communicate the fm all eft degree of that to his pof* 
terity. Abraham, like the wife virgins, had no oil to 
impart. 

It was unbelief that firft procured the excifion of the 
JewHh branches. This, was the caufe of the gofpel's 
being taken from them, and given to a nation bringing 
forth the fruits thereof. The Gentiles . individually 
ftand in this olive tree by faith. An unbelieving Gen- 
tile can.no more ftand in. the good olive tree than an 
unbelieving Jew. And they alfo, if they abide uotftUl in un- 
Uief 9 JhaL 1 be grafted in ; for God is able to graft them in 
pnr. It hence followsj that neither Jew v\oy Oewv^fc 
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can have any union with the good olive tree, but by 
faith. 

If fome unbelievers were broken off, no reafon can be 
affigned why any ihould be retained. If none were re- 
tained but real believers (which we have every reafon 
to fuppofe was the cafe) then infants were not retained} 
as they are not believers, by Mr. Edwards's own con- 
ceflion. All his arguing therefore from this paffage 
will be of no avail, unlefe he can prove, that notwith* 
ftanding fome unbelievers were broken off, yet ftill a 
vaft proportion were retained. The idea is almoft too 
abfurd to cxift, even in fuppofition. The reflecting 
reader will here aik, Did not infants and minors make 
a large proportion of Jewifli branches which were 
broken off ? Is it not faid exprefsly, that the Gentiles 
who are grafted v&ijiatid by faith ? But Gentile infants- 
have no faith : how then do they ftand in this good 
olive tree ? 

It is worthy of obfervation, that the Gentiles are faid 
to be grafted in contrary to nature. It is fo, in almoft every 
fenfe. The whole of religion is contrary to our de* 
praved natures ; but more efpecialiy in the following 
things. 1 . We never graft a fcion but upon the prin- 
ciple of its being better than the ftock, into which it * 
ft*. 2. The fcion, though grafted into another frock* 
.iad nouriihed by it, frill retains its own nature, and 
bears its own fruit. 3. A bafe ftock is rendered valu- 
able, in confequence of the good fruit produced by the 
engrafted part. But iii grafting in the Gentiles, all is 
raver fed, They are not chofen on account of their own 
excellency, but on Chrift's account. By being grafted 
into this holy ftock, their nature is fo changed, thaf 
they bring forth the fruits, of holin sfs. They add noth- 
ing to the effential *alue of the ftock into* which they 
are grafted, but receive all their real excellence from it. 

Before we difmifs this argument it may be proper tor 
anfwer one or two objections, 1. If Chrift be intended 
by the olive tree, why does the apofcle call the unbo* 
Having Jews, who could have no real intereft in him* 
natural branches f A'rfvw : L\\e(e Je,vs had no real 
izjtfr«?ft in him •, butws K\&") yofe^xoWW*^^ 
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they were considered as natural brandies ; that is, it 

was much more natural to fuppofe, that the Jews who 

had the oracles of God committed to them, and confe- 

quently were better informed refpefting the Meffiah, 

ihould believe on him, than the idolatrous Gentiles, who 

had not thefe advantages. 2. HChrift be intended by this 

figure, why does the apoftle, fpeaking of the Jews, call 

feun their own olive tree P Anfwer : He was their own 9 

as it refpected his human nature. He defcended from 

the ftock of Abraham, and was a Branch which [prang 

from thejtemof Jeffe. In this fenfe he was «' bone of 

their bone, and flefti of their flefh." Hence Pilate 

when addreffing him called the Jews his own nation* 

w Thine own nation and the chief priefts have delivered 

thee to me " This mode of expreflion is frequently 

made ufe of by ChrifHans when praying for the con- 

terfion of the Jews, " That they may embrace their own 

Meffiah." In this fenfe it is faid, He came to his own 

end his own received Mm not. Thefc, notwithftanding 

their profeffion, were not his own in any faving fenfe ; 

they were not the children of God. If God were your 

Father ', faid Jefus, ye would love me ; for I proceeded forth 

*W came from God. Thefe were not fpiritual, but netu- 

nJ branches only. 

Every believing Gentile has great reafon to be hum- 
Wed under a fenfe of the divine goodnefs. It would 
Sly become them to boafi: againft the Jewifh brandies \ 
tnd fhould they, they would neither bear nor fuftain the 
root, but the root them. 

One obfervation fball clofe our remarks on this ar» 
fimient of Mr. Edwards. It is this : If the Jews were 
broken off becaufe of unbelief, it is perfectly inconfiftent 
to fuppofe that they will ever be grafted in agcin while 
remaining in the fame (late. Therefore no i'uppofition 
can be admitted, that their engrafture will be national \ 
or even by families, including a few believers, and many 
unbelievers. Such a fehtiment can neither be fupport* 
ed by reafon, nor by any thing which the apoftle has 
Aid in this epiftie. The penitent Jews will undoubted- 
ly come as individuals, as all others do W\o ersfcrK*, <&fe 
Saviour. For religion is at all times petfotv& \ xw* cpm. 
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can believe for another, any more than they can be i 
ved for another. But when the Chriftian church flu 
travail in birth for this dear neglefted people, we ma 
hope that many fpiritual children will be born amon 
them. But even then it may be afked, Shall the earth i 
made to bring forth in a day ? Or Jball a naticn be born i 
once ? Ifai. lxvi. 8. 

Mr. Edwards argues, thirdly, from Rom. xi. 17. "An 
if fome of the branches be broken off," &c. This tez 
he endeavours to render fubfervient to a number o 
conclufions drawn from his preceding argument. Th< 
whole ftrength, therefore, of what is faid under tht 
head, is predicated upon that. Hence, if we have inval- 
idated his arguments under that head, his conclufion 
under this will fall of courfe. 

The entire force of thefe arguments taken together 
refts upon this abfurd and falfe hypothecs, namely, th* 
while the great body of the Jewifh church, includin] 
adults and infants, was broken off, fome believing adults 
together with their unbelieving offspring, were contin- 
ued. But this is taking for granted the very point ii 
difpute \ which is, whether any unbelievers, eithc 
adults or infants, (till retained their (binding in the gocx 
olive tree \ or were admitted, as fuch, to the privilege 
of the Chriftian church. The account which we havi 
already given in this work* of the gathering of the firf 
Chriftian church, muft, we think, convince every un 
prejudiced mind, that it was compofed of individual be 
lievers only. The falfity of Mr. Edwards's argument 
will be fully perceived by all who take the pains to com 
pare them with the facts recorded in the New Tefta 
ment. He has dated his conclufion as follows : " Th 
text informs us, that fome of the branches were brokei 
off, and if only fome, then not all, and that remnan 
continuing in their former Jlate conftituted the flill exifl 
ing church of God." (p. 54.) It here needs only t 
remove what is falfe, and this conclufion lofes all it 
-force againft the Baptifts. The falfehood lies in th 
member of the fenterce ; "And that remnant continue 
in thtir former jlatt" &c. ftv tW\x firmer fiate is mean 

* Sec Sect tit. 



APPENDIX. 245 

that they continued fome of all defcriptions believers 
and unbelievers, parents, children, and fervants bought 
with money ; for this was their former ftate, yea, their 
primitive ftate. This we have denied, and think we 
have proTed it untrue. We fliall maintain this ground 
until proof is made out that fome were retained in t lie 
good olive tree belides believers. This fentiment is the 
very ground work of his fcheme. It runs through and 
forms the centre of all his arguments. Hence the re- 
moval of this, unhinges his whole plan. 

We proceed to Mr. Edwirds-'s fourth argument, 
founded on Eph. ii. 14. " For he is our peace, who 
kath made both one, and hath broken down the mid- 
dle wall of partition between us." 

From this pafTage, he informs his readers, the fame 
conclufions mud; be drawn as from the preceding. 

1. " That the Jewifh church continued as before, 
aid was not diffolved at the calling of the Gentiles." 
This may be true \ but what is this to the argument ? 
The papal church continued as before, and was not dif- 
folved at the fetting up of the proteftant church. Thcfe 
Gentile converts had no more to do with the old Jew- 
ilh church, than we have with the church of Rome. 

2. " That the Gentiles were not formed into a new 
church, becaufe the breaking down of a partition united 
them to the Jewifh church, and made them one. 9 ' 

That the Gentiles were not formed into a new church 
is true. But it is not true, if we can underftand the 
Bible, that they were united to the eld Jewlih church ; 
nor to any other which bore the name of a Jewifh 
church ; but to the diicioles of Chrift, or Cliriftian 
church* This was indeed formed of believing Jews, 
bat of fiich only as feparated from the old Jewifh 
church. Mr. Edwards adds, 

3. « That infants were in actual membcrfhip.in that 
church to which the Gentiles were united." No, Mr. 
Edwards, this cannot be admitted. Your concluiion is 
built on falfe premifes. You adduce it from this poftu- 
latum, That a part of the old Jewifh church, ccniifting 
of believers and unbelievers, conftkuted Alax. \*od^ \.o 
which the Gentile converts were added. ' IYus/yl \s\tf*« 

T 
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lievod, has no foundation in truth, and cam be fupport 
only by your fophiftical reafoning. 

The union between Jews and Gentiles, fpoken of 
this text, was not between them generally, but only b 
tweeh believers. The Jewifh church flood as far alo 
from the Gentiles as ever. 

Had Mr. Edwards duly confidered the verfe follow 

ir.g that from which he has drawn the above inference 

and admitted the complete fenfe of the laft claul 

»t would have faved him, in all probability, one ha 

of his book. Wc will here add 4t, fo that the readi 

may compare it with his remarks. Havings faith tl 

apoftle, abolifhed in his fiejh the enmity even the law of con 

■inandm'nts contained in ordinances > for to make in himft 

of twain ONE new man, fo making peace. Here tl 

apoftle informs us, that in order to effect this unioi 

the la f/ of ceremonial ordinances which characterize 

the JewiHi church date, and which was the occafionc 

perpetual enmity between them and the Gentiles, w; 

abolifhed in the ftefli of Chrift. Circumcilion was 

principal caufe of this enmity. " The Jews reproachc 

and hated the Gentiles, as being uncircumcifed. Tl 

Gentiles defpifed the Jews for being circumcifed."* ! 

The text (hows us where they were united, namely, 

bimfelf : that is, in Chrift. There never has been ar 

real union between Jews and Gentiles but in Jef 

Chrift. 3. The text alfo fl.ows us the great end ai 

defign of their being united ; for to make of twa: 

one new man. By this new man, the Chriftis 

church is undoubtedly intended. No other fair co 

flruction, we conceive, can be put upon the won 

Does this language correfpond with the fentiment i 

are" oppofing ? Can any man believe the old Jewi 

church was intended ? That what the apoftle call 

n ew jwfl/ijwas not really fo ; but only the old one a lit 

•altered in his " clothing, ornaments and diet," b 

.« identically the fame ?" Is it not plain, that by tl 

metaphorical language, the apoftle prefents us witl 

view of the New Teftament Chriftian church, compoi 

.mlv of believing Jews and Gentiles ? For in Chi 

* Vid. VooV» "£*?<& 'mW. 
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Jtfus, there is nvlthtr Jtnv vor Greek ; but all belie vcrj 

zrc.ene in him. It hence appears, that the apoftle was 

very far from the fcheme which Mr. Edwards advocates. 

He appears not to have entertained the moft diftar.t 

idea, that the Chriftian church (when compared with 

the Jewilh) was the fame man with only his " clothes 

changed," but a new man : created in Chrift to good 

works. The reader will now judge, whether the love 

of hypothec's has not carried the Author of " Candid 

Reafons," &c. wide of the truth. 

In the conclufion which Mr. Edwards draws from 
the preceding arguments, he makes this remark — " If a 
law could be found in the New Teftament to repeal 
that which had been eftablifhed in the Old, I grant 
freely, that all that has been faid on the four pafiages, 
of fcripture, would ilgnify nothing." (p. 58.) The only 
queftion of importance here is this ; Is tl at law, which, 
by the ftatement of this writer, gave infants a vifible 
Handing in the church, repealed in the New Teftament, 
or is it ftill in force ? "Was there any law prior to, or 
independent of the law of circumcifion, which gave 
them this right ? If fo, let it be pointed out. If in- 
fants had a right to memberfhip independent of circum- 
cifion, it would have continued, whether they were cir~ 
cumcifed or not. If their right refted wholly upon cir- 
cumcifion, then it muft ftand or fall with that indica- 
tion. A right which depends on a particular law, c;ui- 
not exift any longer than that law remains in force. 
The queftion then comes to this fingle point. Is cir- 
camcifion aboliihed in the New Teftament, or is it 
not ? We prcfume no perfon will pretend it has ?p.y 
place in the gofpel church. On what then, we afk, does 
the right of infants depend ? We (hall probably be tcld, 
on the divine declaration, « I will be a God to thee, and 
to thy fad after thee? If this promife contains a prior 
right, and which exifts independently of circumciGon, u 
will undeniably follow, that uncircumcifed infants, or 
thofe that are unbaptized, ftand in covenant relation to 
God. If this be true, then the children of tVvofo. ^~ 
\\evmg parents who deny infant lx\\tt\Jm* fcacA \\\xs\^- 
eJ in this promife, as really sis thofe viYvo ^^ mvcvwifc. 
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according to the inftitution. The parent may, indeed, 
be chargeable with fome neglect of duty ; but this, can- 
not invalidate the claim of the child, nor make tin 
promife of God of none cjfeEt. 

Neither Mr. Edwards, nor any other writer on that 
fide of the controverfy, has attempted to trace tht 
right of infants further back than the covenant of cir- 
cumcifion. They feem by common confent to leavt 
thtm for two thoufand years before, to the mercy of 
Cod, without any covenant relation, or any initiating 
rite. If infant mem b erf hip had no exiftence but in con- 
nexion with circumcifion, it is difficult to fee, when 
this has ceafed, how that can be continued. To us it re- 
quires fome new law, under a difpenfation every way. 
different, to fupport and continue it in exiftence. 

As an auxiliary to infant memberfhip, Mr. Edward* 
argues from their bringing children to Chrift ; and 
endeavours to make it appear that this affords evidence 
of their belonging to the church. He does not pretend, 

. - iV D^JaUoJA. A~+ 4>l*n* +lw«Mv «w*r>«b V»«.«"km««vl«» **» 

3$ mOlC X jtUUUilpUUi) Uvj, iiuti liAV~« »► „.. w i^l^-ia^h tV 

him to be baptized, but fuppofes <c it is moft likely they 
were brought to receive the benediction of Chrift* 
Matt. x. 16." (p. 67.) 

The bringing of thefe children to receive Chrift 1 * 
l)lefling, affords no more evidence of their belonging ta 
the church, than for the mother of Zebedee's ctuldre.iv 
to afk the privilege for her two fons to fit, the one on 
Chrift's right hand the other on his left, in his kingdom, 
was evidence that they belonged to the Jewilh church. 

For whatever reafons thefe children were brought 
to Chriftj one thing is certain ; that is, that it was 
not a common thing. This appears to be a folitary 
inftance. The conduct of the difciples in forbidding 
them, is full proof of this aifertion. Neither the fim- 
ple account ftated by the evangelifts, nor Mr. Edwards's 
laboured glofiary, aiiord any iatisfaclory evidence that 
they were brought, or blefled, on account of their re- 
lation to the church, nor that they were at this time, or 
any time after, baptized. 

The evangelifts affi^n tt. moft V>vVi two reafons for 
their bringing thefe ckAVirtti vo CW\ft% qm v^ <&mx 
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he would lay his hands on them and pray ; the other, 
that he would blefs them : probably both meant the 
feme thing. As the aft of bringing them had no con- 
nexion with their being church members, nor any thing 
which Chrift did particularly applicable to them as fuch, 
we leave the account juft as we find it ftated in the 
fcriptures, and acknowledge we know no more about it 
than what is there recorded. 

"We muft beg the reader's indulgence while we juft 
notice Mr. Edwards's argument from Acts ii. 38, 30. 
" Then Peter faid unto them, Repent and be baptized, 
every one of you, in the name of Jefus Chrift, for the 
remiffion of lins, and ye fhall receive the gift of the Ho- 
ly Ghoft. For the promife is to you and to your clvil- 
dren, and to all that are afar oiT, even as many as the 
Lord our God fhall call" From this text Mr. Edwards 
argues that the phrafe, " to ycu> and to your chiLlrtn^ in- 
tends adults and infants." 

Upon this we obferve, if the promife mentioned 
in this text be not limited by their nfttittng^ or by 
this claufe, as many as the Lord our God /halt cally it 
muft be considered as unlimited. If limited as above, 
then it can embrace none but fuch as are true penitents, 
fuch as are called of God, by an holy calling. In this way 
it will abfolutely exclude infants, until they are the fub- 
je&s of repentance* If taken in an unlimited fenfe, k 
will prove that all the children of believers ihall receive 
remiffion of fins, and the gift of the Holy Gho-ft. In 
this it will prove too much, and fo deftroy iifelf totally. 
Mr. Edwards here means to apply it to the promife in 
the 17th chapter of Genefis made to Abraham and his 
feed. But if this be the promife intended by the apof- 
tle, it will include ail the feed of Abraham as well as 
the infants of believing adults. For Mr. Edwards has 
before told us, that that promife was as " much to his 
feed as to him." Rtpenting, and being called of Cc:l, 
then, are out of the queftion ! O no, not wholly fo. I 
faid, replies Mr. Edwards, it " intends adults and in- 
fants." By adults, Sir, I conclude you mean, that pa- 
rents cannot be admitted' without re\>ti\tei&£,TOA>^v:v^ 
called of God $ but upon their be\\eV\xwu \^x<£vt voJuw. 
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offspring corr.o into the immediate poffeffion of a righ 
founded in the promife made in the covenant of circum. 
cifion. This, we conclude, will be granted. It would 
be deferable here to know whether Mr. Edwards means 
to apply this promife to the children of believers indef- 
initely, or to infants only. The apoftle fays, to you ad 
to your children ; Mr. Edwards fays, to adults and infants. 
We will ftate a cafe, and a very probable one too, and 
{hould be glud of a candid anfwer to it : it is this. At 
the age of fixty, two perfons, who are the parents of a 
numerous family, are brought to repentance : they ap" 
ply to Mr. Edwards to be admitted to the privileges of 
the Chriftian church- They have a number of chil- 
dren of different ages, from thirty-five, down to twenty 
one ; but no infants. "Will he addrefs them in the lan- 
guage of the cpoftle, and tell them, the promife is to yut} 
and to your children ; and on this ground admit them 
all to baptifm ? We very much doubt it. The prac- 
tice of Paidobaptifts generally tells us, they would not. 
But on what principle can thefe children be refufed ? 
The promife is to you and to your children. Theft 
are as much their children, as if they were infants ol 
only eight days old. The apoftle has ufed the temf 
children, without any limitation as to age. If the rigfo 
be founded in this, that their parents are believers, ther 
a perfon of fifty years old may claim this right for him 
felf, with as much propriety as any could have chal 
lenged it for him when he was in a ftate of infancy. 

We will fuppofe one cafe more, and one which fr« 
quently occurs : it is this. The parents of a family, s 
the age of about forty-five, are brought to embrace th 
gofpel : they have children of every grade, from eigl 
cays old, rp to more than twenty years. We wifh t 
know whether they all are to be received to mernbe: 
ihip on their parents* account ? If not, what age di 
qualifies them from coming ? If they may be receive 
on their parents' account at the age of twenty, vr.e fl 
nothing to forbid them at twenty-five, at thirty t 
forty ; yea, at any age while their parents live to fuppiq 
their claim. If the promife in the text gives, apy 
t^e children of believers a right tpiXLgm)>trfl':ip witfefl 
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epentance, or being called of God, it gives them alt 
> right. 

However abfurd thefe things may appear, they are 
>ut the fair legitimate confequences of Mr. Edwards's 
argument. There is but one way for him honourably 
:o clear himfelf, and that is, now to prove that tekna 
means only infants of a certain age, and not children 
generally. This we think he wUl find, rather difficult* 

His conclufion from the paffage is, " that infants, are 
placed in the fame relation to baptifm, as they were of 
old to circumcifion." (p. 71.) That rite placed uncir- 
cuincifed infants, and uncircumcifed adults all upon one 
footing as to right. It alfo placed Abraham's, fervants 
upon the fame level with his natural feed. 

On the whole, this argument fpun out of the promife 
made in the covenant of circumcifion, is one of the 
moll lingular that we ever attempted to trace. It pok 
feffes certain elaftic qualities, by which it is rentier e4 
capable of being extended or contracted, fo as to fui$ 
the convenience of the perfon who ufes it. Viewed 
in its fulleft extent, and it proves the right of fervants 
as well as children ; in this it proves too much for the 
purpofes of infant niemberfhip. Viewed in a limited 
fenfe, and it will fupport only the right of males ; in 
this it proves top little, and of courfe makes no provifion 
for females. Yet upon the whole, it proves juil enough 
to fecure the right, of infants, both, males and females* 
and no more. 

Let us now for a moment review the pafiage, ia or* 
der to afcertain the plain fenfe of the apoftlc ^ Then 
Peter fajd untQ them, Repent and be baptized, every on* 
tfyou" That he did not mean infants is plain, from 
reafon,. and from Mr. Edwards's own concefiioi* ; wh% 
fays, that " faith and repentance are never required of 
infants, in order to any thing." But he required re-? 
pentance of the fame perfons, that he called upon to- be 
baptized in the name of Jefus Chrift, X° fry* tha* h^ 
called orv adults to repent and be baptized, and at the, 
fajjie, time, to bripg ail their impenitent children to tha 
Qf^inance, appears to be a conftru&iori too wivev^xvx^ 
and forced. The apoftle adds, Ahd jejball recevoe tbt 
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gift of the Holy Ghoft. If he included all the children of 
believers, did he engage the gift of the Holy Ghiftto 
them all ? For, faith he, the promife is to you, and to your 
children , and to all that are afar off> even as many as the 
Lord our God fhall call. Is it not plain to every one, 
that the laft fentence is here defigned as a limiting 
claufe ; and that there would be as much propriety in 
leaving it out in every inftance, as in one ? We ought 
either to read it thus — The promife is to you, and to your 
children, and to all that are afar off, and fo con fid er it 
as being univerf.il ; or elfe connect this limiting claufe 
with each fubjeft mentioned in the text. If the latter 
be true, it would be underftood thus, The promife is to 
you, who now appeal to be true penitents ; it will 
equally embrace your children, whenever they become 
penitent ; and alfo the Gentiles who are afar off, even 
as many of all as the Lord our God fhall calt. But no 
fuch thing as a promife to unbelieving children can be 
inferred from this paflage. To fuppofe this, would be 
to make the apoftle aft the part of a god-father, and 
promife that thefe children fhould repent, and receive 
remiflion of fins, and the gift of the Holy Ghoft, &c. 
at fome future period. We cannot believe that the 
apoftle ever trifled in this manner. 

Mr. Edwards attempts to get over the difficulty of 
this limiting claufe in this way. " As the apoftle, faith 
he, extends the promife beyond the called in the firft 
claufe, we muft follow his example, and extend it be- 
yond the called in the laft claufe — Thus the promife 
is to as many as the Lord our God fhall -call, and U 
their children" (p. 79.) It does not appear that the 
apoftle did extend the promife in the firft claufe beyond 
the called. There is no evidence that he meant to ap- 
ply the promife to children upon any other principle 
than as he applied' it to parents $- namely, upon their re- 
penting and being baptized. The promife would as 
naturally embrace impenitent parents as impenitent 
children. On the whole, this paflage muft be tortured, 
or it will not fpeak a fingle word in favour of infant 
baptifm. Some very fen&ble *&d torned Pzedobaptifts 
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hgve given it up, as affording no argument in favour of 
their fentiment. 

In what an undignified light does the fcheme of our 
opponent reprefent the apoftle Peter. On the memo- 
rable day of Pentecoft — fuch a day as had never -been 
£nce time began, and probably fuch an one as will never 
occur again while time lafts — the Holy Ghoft fent 
down from the 'fflfcended Saviour ! Peter ftanding in 
the midft of three thoufand deeply diftrefled perfonj 
who were crying out, Whatjhall we do ? To this earneft 
inquiry, the holy apoftle is reprefented in this very ab- 
furd light as telling them,- "that infants are placed in the 
fame relation to baptifm as they were of old to circura^ 
cifion." (A fubjecT: which they made no inquiry abour* 
and which we prefume had not at this time come into 
their thoughts.) Had the apoftle been as intent upon 
infant baptifm as Mr. Edwards himfelf, we cannot fup- 
pofe, at fuch a time and to fuch an inquiry, he would 
feave given fuch an anfwer. 

In the preceding animadverfions; we have in a very 

brief manner examined Mr. Edward&'s pretended tefun 
tation of cur arguments againft infant baptifm, and have* 
endeavoured to ihow the inconcluftvenefs of his reafon-* 
ing. In order to render his talk more eafy, he has 
attempted,, at the very outfet, to deprive us of thole 
great advantages which the fcriptures afford us in this 
co»troverfy. But thefe will not be relinquished. He 
has alfo laboured abundantly to evade the force of thefe 
arguments, by endeavouring to embarrafe and perplex 
them. But when difentangled from his fophiftical web,. 
they ftill appear correct and uninjured. 

We have alfo confidered the two leading arguments 
in his prefent fyftem. In the firft, he undertakes to. 
Jrove, that u God has inftituted in his church the 
niemberfhip of infants, and admitted them to it by a 
•eligious rite." In his fecond argument, his object is 
:o prove the continuance of this right of memberlhip. 
?rom thefe taken together, he infers the right of infants 
o baptifm in the gofpel church. 

We have attempted to fhow the inconcluiiv^tv^fe o& 
he Jltjl, bj proving that the Jewiftv and C\\if\&\axt 
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churches were not the fame : That therefore no infer- 
ence can be drawn from one to the other refpe&ing any 
pofitive inftitution. 

With reference to ihe/econJ, we have endeavoured 
to fhow, that this right cannot be continued in conft> 
quence of that law which gave it exiftence, unlefs con- 
tinued according to that law : namely, that a law 
obliging a parent to circumcife his male infants, cannot 
bind him to baptize them, both male and female. That 
whatever duties were enjoined by the Jewifh difpenfa- 
tion belonged to that difpenfation ; and that whatever 
duties are required by the gofpel difpenfation, are clear- 
ly and particularly enjoined by it, and not left to be in- 
ferred from any thing elfe. This is especially the cafe 
with whatever relates to pofitive inftitutions. 

It will now be referred to the decifion of the readeiy 
whether we have not demonftrated, in a manner too 
plain to be denied, that the Chriftian church, collected 
under the perfonal miniftry of Chrift and his apoftlesj 
was entirely diftincl from the Jewifh church and inde- 
pendent of it. If fo, all Mr. Edwards's arguments, 
founded on a contrary hypothefis, are unavailing. They 
prove nothing but his own inconfiftency. 

Having thus mown that thefe two arguments, which 
are the main pillars in Mr. Edwards's fyftem, are both 
defective, and totally unable to fuftain the fuperftruc- 
ture raifed over them ; we ftiall not trouble the reader 
at prefent with animadverfions on his other collateral 
arguments, many of which are but mere ramifications 
of the fame. It is evident, that on thefe he placed his 
main dependence. All his other arguments are de- 
signed only to corroborate and ftrengthen thefe. Yea, 
he tells us exprefsly, that " the whole defence of infants 
refts on two arguments. 1. That God did conftitute 
in his church the memberfhip of infants, and admitted 
them to it by a religious rite- 2. That the right rf 
infants was never taken away." (p. 87.) 

The firft of thefe is admi:teJ under certain qualifi- 
cations with refpect to the JewiHi church. But even 
ia this, infants were not ^uwfclVj udoxltted by any re- 
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jious rite. It was only infants of a certain defcrip- 
3n who were thus admitted. 

With regard to the fecond, fhould we admit the 
remifes, we muft deny the conclufion. For though 
lis right had never been taken away, it would not be- 
>ng to any other church than that to which it was. 
iven. If this.be the foundation on which " the de- 
sice of infants refts," then it depends certainly on no 
evr additional grant made under the gofpel difpenfa- 
on ; of confequence, there can be no more in it now, 
lan was originally in it. If the whole defence of m> 
mts refts on this, then no part of it can reft on any 
ling elfe. This privilege can ho more be enlarged 
rithout fome fpecial aft of the Lawgiver, than it can 
e wholly taken away and difannulled Hence if this 
ight remain at all, it muft remain precjfely in its in- 
famed form, and no otherwife ; unlefs fome new law, 
oaking an important alteration, can be produced. 

"What effe£t Mr. Edwards's writings may have in ef« 
ablifhing his Paedobaptift brethren, we pretend not to 
ay; but we are perfuaded that fuch " candid reafons" 
is he has offered, when ftript of their fophiftical drefs, 
m\\ have little influence on the minds of real Baptifts* 
We know of no one who has been brought by them to 
M renounce the principles of Anti-paedobaptifm •" but 
on the contrary, feveral have been brought to embrace 
them. His reafonings have produced the fame effects on 
others, which he informs his readers that Mr. Booth's 
did on him. 

If what we have offered to the reader in the prece- _ 
ding pages be according to the oracles of truth, wo 1 
pray the great Head of the church to fucceed it for the } 
comfort and eftabliflbment of fuch, as are feeking,or con* 
tending fir the truth, and for the conviction of fuch a* 
are advocating error. 
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SECTION V. 



Strictures on Two Difcourfes on the Perpetu 
Provifim of God's gracious Covenant with Abrai 
bis feed. By Samuel Worcester, a. m. 1 
the Tabernacle Church in Salem. 






£* OR the piety and talents of the Author < 
difcourfes, we entertain fentiments of refpectful 
And although we feel impelled to animadvert u 
writings, we fhall (till hold his perfon facred. 
not blame him for endeavouring to defend his o 
timents, and guard his flock againft what he a 
to be error. But from his former profeflions of c 
we had no juft reafon to expect, that he woulc 
mifreprefent our known and avowed fentimeni 
lead his readers to fuppofe, that we were deftiti 
of religion and common decency ; that we " 
our greateft zeal in making people believe, in to 
inftances, that going into the water will anfwei 
purpofes of their prefent comfort, and of their 
falvation." (Note, p. 78.) 

Had Mr. Worcefter contented himfelf, by pre 
demon fixation every iota of his own plan, with 
Tading the right of others ; his difcourfes migh 
probability have paused down the ftream of tir 
noticed. Such an attempt would have given no 
able offence to any man living. But when he c 
from this point, for the purpofe of reprefentin 
unfriendly light the fentiments and practice of s 
rous body of Chriftians, who think they have 
equal pretentions to apoftolical purity of fentimi 
muft view it with the deepeft: regret. 

The author of the difcourfes before us has cc 
ced the attack ; and if we do not miftake him, 
plicitly invited us to the conteft. If this be 
meaning, we think he has at lead fuperfeded th« 
fity of an apology on our part, if we tefl him by ! 
principles. The paragraph to which we refer h 
following words : " Any caufe or doctrine which 
from the light of fair inveftigation, or will not 
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he teft of fcripture argument, certainly cannot be the 
:aufe of truth, nor a doctrine according to godlinefs* 
And thole who will be offended or hurt by a fair and 
:andid exhibition of argument, and vindication of fen- 
timents in oppofition to their own, give the great eft 
evidence that they are not contending, or concerned 
for the caufe of truth, but only for the caufe of a par- 
ty." (p. 78.) The common adage fays, " It is a poor* 
rule that will not work both ways." 

If Mr. Worcefter meant to apply this to the Baptifts, 
and fuppofe that they would fhrink from a fair fcrip- 
turai invefHgation of the fubject in difpute, he may be 
affured he has miftaken the men whofe fentiments he 
has attacked. No, let him and his brethren treat us in 
this way, and I believe they will not find us to " fhrink 
from the light of fair invefHgation." Nor do we be- 
lieve, that the Baptifts " will be offended or hurt by a 
fair and candid exhibition of argument." But, if inftead 
of this, he fhall attempt to filence us by an oblique ref- 
erence to the ghoftly ftory of Munfter, (which by the 
way we were no more concerned in, than we were in 
the* witchcraft in Sa/etn) or, to deter us from following 
the example of oar bleffed Redeemer, by the tales of 
a Vojjius, of u naked men and women," he need not be 
furprifed, if fuch arguments as thefe do not produce 
conviction. But even thefe fhall be noticed in their 
proper place. 

The difcourfos before us are founded on Gal. iii. 29* 
And if ye be ChrfCs^ then an ye Abraham's feed,and heirs 
according to the promife. 

The doctrine which the author adduces from the text 
is this : " In God's covenant of promife with Abraham, 
provifion was made for the continuance of the church 
formed by it, and thus for the tranfmifllon of the privi- 
leges and bleflings contained in it, from generation to / 
generation, down to the clofe of time." 

In order to illuftrate this doctrine, Mr. Worcefter 
firft attempts " to (how, that the covenant which was 
made with Abraham, and by which the church was formed 
4n bis f amity, was intended to be pctpeWttX" \^ \&a* 
covenant he evidently intend* the con wairt. sit oxcoss 
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clfion ; for no other has ever been fuppofed to form 
Abraham's family into a church ftate. This conclufion 
is drawn not merely from the above ftatement, but from 
the whole tenor of his reafoning?. That this is a fur 
ftatement, it is prefumed, will not be denied. 

We proceed therefore to confider this " candid ex- 
hibition of argument." And fhall attempt, frfi, to 
prove, that Mr. Worcefter has totally miftaken the 
promife in his text ; that the apoftle referred to a pro* 
tmje entirely diftindt from that from which he has rea- 
soned. 

Second, We fliall attempt to (how that his applica- 
tion of this promife to believers and unbelievers, or 
to believing parents and their unbelieving children, is 
unfcriptural, and contrary to the apoftle's reafoning 
throughout the context. 

The reader will keep in mind that the promife made* 
to Abraham and his feed in the covenant of circumci- 
fion, is the datum from which the author of thefe dif- 
courfes reafons. In order to prove that he has roif* 
tr.ken his text, and reafoned from a promife not ex'- 
prefied nor intended by the apoftle, we begin at the 
iixth verfe, where the fubjeft is particularly introduced 
in the context. Even as Abraham believed God, and it 
•was accounted to him for right eoufnefs. (verfe 7.) Know 
ye therefore, that they which are of faith, the fame aretb* 
children of Abraham, (verfe 8.) And the fcripture fere- 
feeing that God would jtflify the heathen through faiths 
preached befcre the gofpel unto Abraham, faying, In THEE 
shall all nations be blessed. This is the promife, 
from which the apoftle reafons throughout the chapter, 
But it muft be obferved, that this promife is not found 
in the covenant of circumcifion, which is recorded at 
large in the feventeenth chapter of Genefts. By ex- 
amining this, we fhall find that the above promife is 
neither exprefTed nor contained in it by fair implica- 
tion. The promife quoted by the apoftle is in the 
twelfth chapter of Genefis, and third verfe. This vis 
made to Abraham at the time when he was called to 
leave his country and kindred, to go and fojourn in a 
ftrange land. The Meffiah, in whom the nations 
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to be blefled, was revealed in this promife. Hence the 
apoftle calls this the preaching of the go/pel to Abraham. 
This was probably the period alfo referred to by our 
Lord, when he faid to the Jews, Tour father Abraham 
rejoiced to fee my day, and he Jaw it and was glad.* On 
the above, a learned commentator makes the following 
remark : " The apoftle quoteth the promife, Gen. xii. 
5, where God tells Abraham, that in him all the na- 
tions (or families) of the earth fhould be bleffed. This 
is to be understood of thofe fpiritual bleffings which 
are in Chrift Jefus : for all the nations of the earth 
were no other wife blefled in Abraham."f 

This promife was made twenty-four years before the 
covenant of circumcision exifted *, and was as independ- 
ent of that, as the covenant made witli Noah refpe£f- 
ing the drowning of the world. It did not depend at 
all upon the obedience of Abraham, or any other crea- 
ture. It was in no fenfe conditional. The divine ve- 
racity was pledged for its fulfilment. And whether 
circurociiion had been instituted or not, God would in 
the fulnefs of time have fent his Son into the world, 
and would have blefled the nations in him. 

That this promife was made to Abraham twenty- 
four years before the covenant of circumcifion, is proved 
from the following circumstances. 1. Abraham was 
feventy-five years old when he departed out of Haran, 
which was the time when this promife was f 99 
made4 He was ninety-nine years old when he < ££_ 
was circumcifcd.J See the margin. £ 54 

Abraham received this promife, believed in its ac- 
complishment, faw by faith the day of the Lord Je- 
fus, and was juftified through faith — all while he was 
in uncircumcifion.il Not one of thefe circumftances 
could have ever been altered, had that never been in- 
ftituted. Nor does it appear that this promife was di- 
rectly connected with, or included in that covenant. 
For notwithstanding it is there faid, a father of many na- 
tions will I make thee ; and although this might in a 
metaphorical fenfe allude to his being the father of be- 

* John riii j6. f P©o!*i Gontin. in \$c \ <*ttui£v V 

§ xvii 1. J Vid. Rom. W 9, 10. 
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iev ers in all nations ; yet it muft be obferved, that it 
Oands immediately connecled with the following words ; 
And I ivtfl wake thee exceeding fruitful ; and I nvill make 
nations of the*:, and lingr Jhali come if thy kins. 
Thefe expreflions, taken together, do not amount to a 
promife, that the nations which flioukl fpring from 
Abraham's loins, or any others fhould be bleffed in 
him. It was not therefore defcending from the loins 
of Abraham, but poffcifing his faith, which gave a title 
to the promife. The promife that he fhould be the 
father of warty nation s y and that lings fkculd come of 
him, has been literally and fully accomplished. 

The promife which refpecled the bl effing of the 
Gentile nations in Chrift, was renewed again to Abra- 
ham about twenty years after the covenant of circuin- 
cifion. This was under circ umftances peculiarly folemn : 
it was when he was called to offer up his beloved fon 
lfaac. We have much reafon to believe, that in this 
tranfiiclion, Abraham faw more of the myftery of re- 
demption, thiough the incarnation and facrifice of the 
Son of God, then he had ever feen before. The Lord 
now gracioufly condefcended to comfort him, by repeat- 
ing the promife which he made to him more than forty 
ye&rs before, with this variation ; In thy seild Jball all 
the notions (f the earth he blejfed* 

1 . The apoftle is particularly careful to diftingnifh this 
promife respecting the seed in whom the Gentile na- 
tions fhould be bleffed, from tlv.it made in the covenant 
of circumciiicn rcfpcc*ting the pofterity of Abraham. 
The woman's sixd, who was to bruife the ferpenfs head, 
was alio the seed, promifed to Abraham, in whom the 
believing Gentiles fhould be bleffed. But primarily 
his natural feed, or at moft his fpirkual feed, and not 
Chrift, was intended) by the feed in the covenant of 
circumcifion. The nations have never been bleffed in 
any other of Abraham's feed but Chrift. 2. The apof- 
tle farther diftinguiflies the promiiejunder confideration, 
in the fifteenth verfe. Now, faith he> to Abraham and 
his feed were the promjses made. He fpeaks in the p!u- 
ral, "promifes." In Gen. xii 3, k is faid, In thsr. 
Jball all families of the earth be KeJJVd . Kcv\ \* ^.xv. «su 
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18, it is faid, In thy seed Jhall all the nations of the earth 
be bleffed. That vve might not mtftake the latter, as 
referring to the promife made in the covenant of 
circumcifion, and fo to Abraham's natural feed, the 
- apoftle adds, " He faith not, And to feeds, as of man? ; 
but as of one, and to thy seed, which is Christ. The 
promifes in the covenant of circumcifion were to many \ 
to Abraham's feed generally. Will any perfon pre- 
fume to fay that thefe promifes referred to Chrift, or 
were made to him ; or that he was the feed there in- 
tended ? Were kings to come out of his loins, and 
nations to be made of him ? Was the land of Canaan 
promifed to Chrift for an everlafting poffeffion ? Theie 
were fome of the promifes made and fulfilled to 
Abraham and his natural feed. Chrift claimed no in- 
tereft in the land of Canaan : no, not fo much as the 
fox& ; for they had holes to burrow in, but the Son of 
Man had not where to lay his head. It will hence, we 
think, undeniably follow, either that the promifes made 
to Abraham's feed in the covenant of circumcifion re* 
ferred to Chrift, and had particular refpecl to him, or 
clfe that the apoftle. reafoned from a promife entirely 
diftinct from them. 3. That the apoftle did not refer 
to the promifes in the covenant of circumcifion, is fur- 
ther evident* from what he has faid in the 1 7th verfie : 
And this I Jay, that the covenant that was confirmed before 
§f God in Cbrifiy the law which was four hundred and 
thirty yean after, cannot difannul, that itjhould make the 
promife of none effecl* 

Here are feveral* things worthy of confederation. 
1. This covenant was confirmed of God in Chrift. It 
confequently flood independent of the obedience either 
of Abraham or his pofterity. 

2. This covenant, if confirmed in Chrift, could not 
be broken or difannulled. There could in the nature 
of things be no failure. Even a fafpicion of this kind, 
would be derogatory to the honour and veracity of 
Chrift. 

* 3. This promife, which is the fame referred to in 
the 29th verfe, the apoftle informs us was \bu& \$uA& 
Mad coh£rmed, four hundred and t&trvf -j*ax%\afcSsR^ 
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the giving of the law. This will forever dUVmguidi it 
from the promises in the covenant of circanu iiion. 
For this was inftiluted only four hundred and fix years 
before the giving of the law. The covenant in the 
xviith chapter of Gcneiis was in the year before Chrift 
1897. The law was given fourteen hundred and 
ninety-one years before the fame era, which 
leaves but four hundred and iix. See the snar 
gin- (. it 6 

But the promife quoted by the apoftle from Gcnefis 
xii. S| which was made to Abraham twenty-four yean 
before, when he was in uncircumciGon, exactly com* 
pares with this ftatement in the context, of four hun- 
dred and thirty years. This promife, according to the 
Dible chronology, was made to Abraham in die year 
before Chrift, 1921. The law, as obferved 
above, was given 1491, which makes exactly 
the time fpecified. See the margin. 

Here the matter is reduced to mathematical cer- 
tainty. Any perfon who will take the trouble to com- 
pare the dates in his Bible, of the xiith chapter of Gene- 
fis, and the xxth of Exodus, referred to above, will fed 
himfelf completely fatisfied The moft invincible prej- 
udice will find it difficult to reiift the light of demon- 
fixation. 

If the obfervations which have now been made are 
correct, they will bring us unavoidably to this conclu- 
fion, viz. That Mr. Worcefter has totally mi (taken the 
promife in his text, and reafoned from one to which 
the apoftle had no immediate reference. Hence the 
whole of his laboured fuperftructure is left without 
foundation I The fate of fuch a building may be feen 
in the dole of the fixth chapter of Luke. In order to 
fet afide this conclufion, three things muft be fairly 
•proved. 

1. That the apoftle throughout this chapter did ac- 
tually mean the promife in the covenant of circuan- 
c'tGon, although he has not mentioned a iingle paflage 
contained in it ; but exprefsly quoted one clearly dtf- 
tinguiihed by the time of its being delivered, and *Mo 
toy the tenmaiul import of the promife itielf. 
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2. It muft be proved, that the covenant of circum- 
ciiion was 430 years before the giving of the law, n*n- 
withftanding fcripture chronology places it but four 
hundred and fix. 

3. That the feed of Abraham, mentioned in the cov- 
enant of circumcifion, and the seed in whom all the 
families of the earth ihould be bleffed, were the fame : 
or in other words, that the feed of Abraham, exprefied 
in that covenant, meant Chrift ; for the apoftie has ex- 
prefsly told us in the context, that he was the perfon 
to whom the promife, from which he was then reafon- 
ing, exclufi vely referred. 

Until thefe are fairly proved, we (hall infift upon the 
conclufion above flated. We have too good an opinion 
of Mr. Worcefter's candour, to think that he will deny 
that he has reafoned from the covenant of circumcifion 
throughout his difcourfes. If he can honourably extri- 
cate himfelf from the foregoing dilemma, lie will undoubt- 
edly do it ; and in doing it he will inftruft the writer of 
thefe ftrichires, and probably relieve fome of his breth- 
ren, who have, it is thought, already felt the difficulty. 
We now proceed, 

Secondly, to fhow, That the application of this 
promife to believers and unbelievers, or to believing 
parents and their unbelieving children, is unfcriptural, 
and contrary to the apoftle*s reafoning throughout the 
context. The apoftle predicates his reafonings upon two 
diftincl topics, viz. upon Abraham's faith, and the prom* 
ije made to him refpe&ing the Gentile nations. With 
regard to the firft, he faith, Abraham believed God, and 
it was accounted to him for rigbtewhefs. Know ye> there- 
fore, that they which are of faith, the fame are the children 
mf Abraham. (Ver. 6, 1.) Here it muft be obvious to 
every unprejudiced mind, that Gentiles, whether young 
or old, cannot claim this relationship to Abraham, un- 
lefs they art of faith : that is, unlefc they believe God> as 
Abraham did. Viewed in this character, as the " father 
of the faithful/' and the fame diftin£fcion will alfo apply 
with refpe& to his natural pofterity. None of his 
feed are confidered as his children v& t\\\% faofe* 
but fuch as are of faith* This diftin&ion >na& vota Vj 
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Ckrift himfelf, when reafoning with the pharifees, in : 
the viiith of John. Feeling themfelves preffcd by his 
arguments, they fled to their common refuge, We he 
Abraham'* feed. Jefus anfwered them % I know that ye are 
Abraham's feed, but yefeek to kilt me, becaufe my word hath j 
no place in you. If ye were Abraham's childr en, ye would j 
do the works of Abraham.* The works of Abraham - 
comprehended both his faith and his obedience *, and 
for any one to claim intereft in him as their father, 
until they are the fubjects of faving faith in Jefus 
Chrift, would be equally as unavailing as the claim of 
the rich man, who addrefled Abraham as his father, bat 
could not obtain a drop of water to cool his tor- 
mented tongue.f 

We have already made fome remarks on the 14th 
verfe, but it comes in courfe to be confidered more par- 
ticularly. The apoftle in the preceding verfe makes 
this ftatement ; That " Chrift hath redeemed us from 
the curfe of the law, being made a curfe for us, that 
the blefling of Abraham might come on the Gentiles, 
through Jefus Chrift." Is it poffible for any perfon to a 
fuppofe, that by the bleffing of Abraham, the apoftle in- * 
tended external church privileges ? fuch as the bap* t 
tizing, and conftituting children church members ? We f 
cannot think tfyefe were the bleflings expreffedor intend- fe 
ed by the apoftle. For according to him, the bleffing ? 
of Abraham comes on the Gentiles, through Jefus Cirj/lt j 
and through no other medium. But the bleffing of in- 
fant baptifm, and infant memberfhip, comes on chit- |i 
dren through their parents : it depends altogether |i 
upon them, whether the children fhall enjey thefc 
bleflings or not. But according to the apoftle, The) 
which be of faith, are bleffed with faithful Abraham, whether 
their parents are believers or unbelievers ; whether 
friends or enemies to the crofs of Chrift. 

According to Mr. Worcefter, if we underftand him, 
the falvation of the children of believers depends prior 
ci pally upon the " faith and fidelity" of their parents. 
His words are, "The promife, then, to be a Godtft 
Abraham, and to bis feed after him, was. of this,pqr» 

* Joha viii. 33, 37, ft. ♦ Luke xvi. »V 
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fort, that on condition of faith and fidelity on Abra- 
ham's part, in refpe£t to his children, they fhoukl be- 
come fubjeBs of grace ', and heirs of the bleffings of the 
covenant. The fame promife was made to Abraham's 
pofterity, in their fuccefiive generations ; and the* fame 
is now made to all true believers, his adopted children 
of every nation."* This do&rine, we believe, has been 
aiTerted l)y other Pxdobaptift minifters, befides Mr. 
Worcefter ; but we acknowledge freely that we have owr 
doubts refpe&ing its correQnefs. Will any one afiert 
that all Abraham's own children were faved ? If not, 
will they venture to fay it was owing to liis want of 
faith or fidelity towards them ? Was Ifaac ciftinguifhed 
by Abraham's faith and fidelity before he was conceiv- 
ed in the womb of Sarah, as the child of promife ? Or 
does it appear that Abraham ever exercifed any pre- 
eminent faith or fidelity towards Ifaac, more than to- 
wards Ifhmael ? 

If wedefcend a ftep further, into the family of Ifaac, 
we (hall fee ftill clearer proof of the incorreclnefs of 
the fendment under consideration. It is too evident to 
be denied, that Ifaac had a partiality for Efau. It is 
life evident that his faith had fixed on him as the heir 
tof promife \ for he intended, and actually thought he 
had given him the bleffing. Yet the pvrpofe <f Gsd 9 ac- 
tording to eletlim^ fhperfeded both his « faith and fideli- 
ty," with refpeft to Efau, and gave the bleffing to Jacob. 

Will any one hazard the afiertion, that Ifaac had any 
different exercife oi faith for Jpxob, or manifefted any 
fidelity towards him, which he did not towards Efau ? Or 
was it the fovereign pleafure of God alone, that made 
Jaccb the lot of his inheritance ', rathrr than Efau, tor ally 
independent of either the faith or fidelity of the pious 
parents ? 

Throughout the chapter on which the difcotrrfes 
before us are founded, the apofcle has aiTerted the per- 
Tonal imereft of believers, and of no other* in the blef- 
fing of Abraham. There is not a word of this condi- 
tional hufinefs\ about the " faith and fidelity" of parents, 
by which their children become " fub}*&% ot ^■ak.^'T 

* DiCc. p. 38. 
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but, according to the apoftle, both parents and chil- 
dren " become fubjeds of grace," only by becoming 
believers in Chrift. This is being bletied with Abra- 
ham in fome proper fenfe, and to foine certain and 
valuable purpofe. 

There is alfo a very material difference with refpeft 
to the kind of faith with which the bleffing of Abra- 
ham is connected. The apoftle gives no intimation 
that he means any other faith, than that which is com- 
mon to every believer : that is, faith in the Lord Jefos 
Chrift as the Son of God and Saviour of the world. 
But Mr. "Worcefter's faith, to which the promife of 
God is conditionally made, feems to be a faith refpeft- 
ing the falvation of our children. He reafons thus; 
" Hence," faith he, " though in one refpect the prom- 
ifes of the covenant are conditional ; yet in another 
they are not. Though in refpeft to individual believ- 
ers, the promifes are not abfolute, but have refpect to 
their faith and fidelity as a condition ; yet with refpect to 
Chrift, and the church as one with him, the promifes 
are yea and amen. Though God is not by covenant 
abfolutely engaged to give every believer that faith in 
the promifes, refpecting his children, which will cer- 
tainly through grace, fecure to his children, and all of 
them, the bleffings of the covenant,"* &c. This faith 
refpe&ing children is entirely diftinct from that faitfc 
by which Abraham and all other believers are juftifiedj : 
it is a kind of faith which probably few believers have ; 
which many never have, and which many never can 
have. A great proportion of believers are tingle per- 
fons, who have neither companions nor children ; and 
many who marry, live and die childlefs. None of thefe 
can be fuppofed to have this kind of faith. But we 
afk ; Has not the bleffing of Abraham come on them 
through Jefus Chrift ? Are they not bkjfed with faithful 
Abraham ? 

We have no doubt but fome believing parents have 
had ftrong faith given them refpe&ing the converfion 
of their children ; or at leaft fome of them, or poffi- 
bly fome of their neighbours, or their children. But 
it is equally evident, that rcv\x^ taieWn.fa\a^¥itt 
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to fee their children brought to know the Lord, who 
were never fenfible of any fpecisl faiih concerning them 
hi particular. On the other hand, it is reafonable to 
fiippofe, that that ardent defire which it is common for 
pious parents to feel for the falvation of their children, 
has led them to believe many things refpe£Hng them, 
which they never did, nor ever will realize.* 

Whatever faith parents may have refpefting their 
children, it is certain they cannot give them faith, and 
confequently cannot convey the bleffing of Abraham to 
them. This bleffing refts on none but fuch as are 
themfelves the fubje&s of faith ; on true believers only. 
This promife therefore cannot, confidently with the 
apoftle's reafoning, be applied to children on the account 
of their parents' faith. If ever they receive the bltjjing 
of Abraham* it will rem* en thtm through Jtfus Chrj/i ; 
and they will reft in a moft fatal delulion, if they reft 
in any thing fliort of this. 

" Vain are the hopes that rebels place 

Upc n their birth aad blood ; 
Defccr.dcd from a pious race, 

Iheir fathers now with God." 

* The inftnnce of the Rev. Mr. White field, rtfpecliEg his ton, ihall 
fcrve as a fpecimen. In February, 1744 (fays Dr. Gillies) an event 
happened to him, which, anidft all his fuccefs, tended to keep him 
humble, and ferved to cure him of a weaknefs to which he had been 
liable, the trailing to groundlefs imprefiions. It was the death of his 
only child, concerning whom he was fo impreffed, that he made no 
frruple of declaring before the birth, that the child would be a fon ; 
and that he hoped he would live to preach the Gofpel. Several nar- 
row efc&pes, which Mrs. White fit Id hed during her pregnancy, con- 
firmed him in his expectations ; which were fo high, that after he had 
publicly baptized the child at the Tabcrnaclt, all wert away big with 
the hojnx of his being f pa red to be employed in the work of God. 
But thefe fond expectations were foon Matted by the child's death, 
when he was about four months old. This was, no doubc, very hum- 
bling to the father \ but he was helpfd to make the wifeft and bell 
improvement of it. " Though I am difappointed, fays he, (writing to 
■ friend) of a living preacher, by the death of my fon ; yet I h^pe what 
happened before his birth, and fiirce his death, has taught me fuch 
kuops, at if duly, improved, may render his miftaken parent more cau* 
tious, more fobcr v minded, more experienced in Satan's deVicei* v\4. 
consequently more ufefol hi his future labours to the chut&i <A Oo&? % 

•Mfmrirs rftbt life tf tht Rn % Geo WhHfcU. 
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Whether their fathers are gone to heaven or not, re- 
ligion is at all times a perfonal concern. The moft pious 
parents cannot frnre their ungodly children. God de* 
clared by the prophet Ezekicl, that when he (hould 
fend his judgments upon a finful land) though N<*ii y 
Daniel and Job tuere in it, they JhouLl deliver but their 
$ *(,•// fouls by their righleoufnefs* As I live, faith thi Ltrd 
CW, tkeyjhall deliver neither fons ncr daughters.* Thefe 
were three eminent faints \ we {hould hence very nat* 
urally fuppofe, their children, would derive as much 
advantage from their « faith and fidelity," as the chil* 
dren of faints in general : yet it fecms that the children 
muft have ibme perfonal religion, independent of their 
parents, to exempt them from even temporal judgments: 
hew much more- to fecure them from the wrath to 
conic ! 

The fentiment we have been contemplating refpeft* 
ing the pr on life of God made to Abraham, to his pot 
tericy, and to Gentile believers, to make their children 
" fubjeds of grace," on cztultion of their " faith anil 
fidelity," involves, if we miftake not, another impor- 
tant error. It fuppofes, that every Gentile believer, 
who is the head of a family, ftands in the fume relation* 
and is eiuirled to the fame promifes that Abraham was. 
Th.it every true believer is blefled with the fame blef* 
lings of pardon and juitification, with intereft in the 
MeiThh, the proniifed feed, will be readily admitted: 
but it does not hence follow, that the fame promifes are 
made to them refpecting their pofterity which were 
made to him. No, by no means ; for this would con- 
ftitute every believing head of a family, an Abraham \ 
a patriarch of the church \ a father of the faithful. Is 
there a Meffiah to fpring from* every believing family? 
Are all the nations of the earth to be blefled in their 
feed ? Does the promife of the land of Canaan defcend 
to the children of believers, as it did to the children of 
Abraham ? Has God promifed any Gentile belicvet 
that his feed ihall become numerous as the ftirsof 
heaven ? That nations and kings (hall fpring from 
liim ? — All thefa que&ion* uMt&Yft *m&* wsl la the neg« 

* Ezck. lit. xy-x4. 
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ative* It will hence appear that by the fpecial appoint- 
ment of God, Abraham was placed in a fituation differ- 
ent from all other believers ; and in this peculiar fit- 
uation many things were promifed to his feed, which 
are not promifed to the feed of other believers. 

But it will probably be faid, we have mentioned every 
thing elfe but the promife itfelf, which contained Abra- 
ham's principal bleffing, and which lias been tranfmit- 
ted to Gentile believers, viz. That God promifed to be 
a God to him, and to his feed. From the general tenor 
of the difcourfes before us, we conclude the author con- 
fidered this as the promife referred to in his text. 
Hence, to be Chrift's, is to be Abraham's feed, and heirs 
according to this promife : i. e. That God will be a God 
to us and our feed. 

We truft it has been made fufficicntly evident in the 
preceding pages, that this could not be the promife 
intended by the apoftle ; and that whatever bleffings 
were contained in this, that bleffing of Abraham which 
is faid to have come on the Gentiles through Jefus 
Chrift, was a bleffing diftin£t from this, and one which 
he enjoyed long before this covenant exifted. 

The queftion now to be determined is this, Docs 
God ftand engaged by covenant to every believer, to be 
a God to him and to his feed after him, in the fame 
- fenfe, as by that covenant he flood engaged to Abraham 
■ and his feed ? If a theory does not correfpond with fact, 
it is a certain argument that it is not right. We have 
already feen that a large proportion of believers die 
without iffue. If this promife in its full force has been 
tranfmitted to them, it required, befides their " faith and 
fidelity," another condition^ which the author of the 
difcourfes has overlooked. It muft run to them and 
their feed, provided they have any. This promife, as it 
refpefted Abraham, did not require this condition ; for 
he had previoufly the promife of God, that his feed 
{hould become as the duft of the earth. 

To give a correct view of what is contained in this 
promife, we mail quote the words of an excellent wri- 
ter : " To afcertain the meaning of this proemfe, ^Jivfla. 
he) we can proceed on no ground more ctrvwt Oaasv 
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faft. It is faft, that God in fucceeding ages took the 
feed of Abraham to be a peculiar people unto himfelf, 
above all other nations; not only giving them 'the land 
of Canaan for a poffeffion/ but himfelf to be their God, 
King, or temporal Governor. Nor was this all : it was 
among them that he fet up his fpiritual kingdom, giv* 
ing them his lively oracles, fending to them his proph* 
ets, and eftablifhing among them his holy worfhip ; 
which great advantages were, for many ages, in a mait- 
ner confined to them ; and what was ftill more, the 
great body of thofe who were eternally faved previoufly 
to the coming of Chrift, were faved from amongft them. 
Thefe things taken together were an immenfely greater 
favour than if they had all been literally made kings 
and priefts. Such then being the faEls, it is natural to 
fuppofe that fuch was the meaning of the promife/'* 

* Fuller's Expository Difc. on Gen. xvii. 7. To the above he nib- 
joins the foilowir:g note. 

As an Antipacdebaptift I fee no ncccflity for denying that fpiritual 
blefiings were promifed, in this general -way, to the natural feed of 
.Abraham ; noi can it, I think, be fairly denied. The Lord engagedto 
«io that which he actually did ; namely, to take out of them, rather thin 
ether nations, a people for himfelf This, I fuppofe, h the fetd promifed 
to Abraham, to which the apoftle refers when he fays, " They which 
?re the children of the flefli, thefe are not the children cf God ; but the 
children of the promife are counted for the feed." (Rom. ix. 8.) By 
11 the children of the promife" he did not mean the elect in general, 
compcled of J^ws and Gentiles, but the elect from amongft tbe Jew* 
Hencv he reckons himfelf " an Ifi-ulite, of the fted of Abraham, and 
the tribe of Benjamin," as a living proof that " God had not caft away 
bis people whom he foreknew." Rom. xu 1, 2. 

But I perceive not how it follows from hence, that God has proinifed 
to take a people from ainongft the natural descendants of believers, in 
xiiflin&ion from others. \Vhat was promifed to Abraham, was neither 
proiriifed nor fulfilled to every good man. Of the poflerity of his kinf* 
»an Lot, nothing good is recorded. It is true, the labours of thofe 
parents who " bring up their children in the nurture and admonirioncf 
\he Lord," are ordinarily bleffed to the converfion of fome of them : 
aud the fame may be faid of the labours of faithful miniflers, wherevtf 
providence ftations them. But as it does not follow in the one cafci 
that the gracdefs inhabitants are more in covenant with God than thofc 
of ether places, neither does it follow in the other, that the gracelefl 
offspring of believers are more in covenant with God than thofe of ufr 
believers. " New Teftament faints have nothing more to do with thi 
Abrahamic covenant, than the Old Teftamcnt believers who lived prior 

t0 I am awTre that the word* ol the ^<&\e V*G*V ^vW* > ^ >A ^V 
•f Abraham is come •nthe GoA&^W^M^^^ «**&** 
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All this may be readily admitted, wlthrefpect to Abra- 
ham and his defcendants \ but it does not prove that 
the fame things are either engaged or fulfilled to Gen- 
tile believers. Their feed is not diftinguilheJ by any 
fpecial afts of Divine Providence, as the feed of Abra- 
ham was. The uncircumcifed might not mingle with 
the circumcifed in the common acts of worfliip. But 
the difpenfatioa u::der which we live, has no law for- 
bidding the unbaptized, or even the irreligious from 
attending public worihip with the faints. They are 
not compelled now to worfliip in the outer court, but 
may (it upon the (lime feats, and hear ths precious gof- 
pel. Circumcifion forbade the uiual civilities of focial 
life to the uncircuincifcd *, but this is not the cafe in 
Chriftian focieties. 

But lhould we admit this to be the promifc iiitend- 
•d in the paffage, on which the difcourfes before us are 
founded, (which we lhail by no means grant) and that 

in proof of the contrary. But the meanimg of that paflage, I conceive, 
is not, that through JefusChrift every believer becomes an Abraham, a 
fitter of the faithful ; but that he is reckoned among his children : not 
,*0oc& on which th<: faturu church mould grow ; but i branch, partaking 
tf the root and fatnofs of the olive tree. So, however, the context ap- 
pears to explain it — iC They which arc of faith are the children of faith: al 
Abraham." ver. 7. 

But if it were ^rarite!, that the bleifing of Abraham is fo cwr.c on 
the helieviug Gentiles, as not only to reader them blcflfed as his fpi ritual 
children, but to infurc a people for God from aniongft their natural pof- 
terity, rather than from thofe of others ; yet it is not as their 11 ht ..l 
pofterity that they are in Jividually entitled to any onsfpiritual blcil:.. *■ ; 
for this was more than was true of the natural feed of Abraham. iv.r 
do I fee how it follows from hence, that we are warranted to baj *\zz 
them in their inf- :ijcy Abraham- it is true, was commanded to circuni- 
cife his mate children ; and if we had been commanded to baptize orr 
males, or females, or both, or any example of the kind had been left in 
the New Tedameiit, we (hould be as much obliged to comply in the 
one cafe, as he was in the other. But we do not think ourfelves war- 
ranted to real on from circumcifion to baptifm ; from the circumcifion 
of males to the baptifm of males and females ; and from the circum- 
cifion of the children of a nation, (the greater part of whom were un- 
believer*) and of " fcrvants born in the houfc. or bought with money," 
10 the baptifm of the children of believers. In ihort, we do not think our- 
felves warranted in matters of positive inftitution, to found our practice 
on analogies, whether real or fuppofed ; and ft ill lefs on one fo circuit- 
ous, duTonant, and uncertain as that in queftion. Our duty, we con- 
ceive, is, in furh cafes, to follow the precepts and examples of the dif- 
jpcolation undrr which wc live. 
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it has defccnded to Gentile believers in thefulleft ex- 
tent, yet we conceive that no fair inference can be 
drawn from it in favour of infant baptifm. * For the 
rituals of that difpenfation were peculiar to it, and 
have now entirely ceafed. The Gofpel difpenfation 
under which we live, has its own rituals totally uncon- 
nected, and independent of that. This will appear by 
this fingle circumftance, that the fame perfons who had 
been circumcifed in infancy, under that difpenfation, 
were baptized when they became believers. If, accord- 
ing to our opponents, infant baptifm comes in the room 
of circumcificn, we fee no reafon why they fhbuld not 
now be baptized when they become believers, as the 
Jewilh converts were formerly. If, as is contended for, 
circumcilion was a feal of the covenant, and baptifm is 
a feal of the fame covenant, why were they fealed over 
a fecond time ? This was certainly ^/M-fealing, which 
would look quite as inconfiftent as ^//a-baptifm. 

If the Jewilh church and the Chriftian church are 
the fame, where is the impropriety of calling the form- 
er the Gofpel church, and the latter the Jewifh ? or in 
ufing the terms interchangeably, as may appear moft 
convenient ? Agreeably to this, fome Paedobaptifts 
have called their infant baptifm u Chriftian circumci- 
fion." This is Judaizing with a witnefs. The lan- 
guage of rx'doboptift writers, and that of the writers 
of the New Teftament, when compared together, will 
appear widely different on thefe points. 

Mr. Worceftcr has fo ftrangely blended different 
things, promifed to Abraham at different times, that 
an incautious reader will be likely to miftake pne for 
another. As a fpecimen of what may be found in va- 
rious parts of the work, the reader will notice the fol- 
lowing paragraphs. 

" God's covenant of promife made with Abraham, 
comprifed all the bleflings and privileges ever prom- 
ifed to believers and the church." 

" / will ejlablifli my covenant between me .and thee and 

thy feed after thee y fays the Lord to Abraham,^ an 

everlajting covenant y to bts. k Got> wto tot*. «lvd to 

THY SEED AFTER THr.S." TYv\* \S ^\\S \Tttfo eiXOB&ft* 
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promife in the covenant of circumcifion. Bat did this 
u comprife all the bleflings and privileges ever promiifed 
to believers ?" It certainly did not. Nor did Mr. 
Worcefter feel willing to reft his affertion upon this 5 
but has fubjoined another prornife made to Abraham 
long before the covenant to which he refers exifted ; 
and which was renewed to him, and to Ifaac and Jacob 
afterwards. This prornife he has given us in the fol- 
lowing WOrds, " AND IN TftEE, AND IN THY SEED SHALL 
ALL THE NATIONS OF THE EARTH BE BLESSED." (page 

14.) This promife, indeed, comprifes every thing, be- 
cause it comprifes the Meffiah, the seed in whom fome 
of all nations {hall be blefied, But this forms no part 
of the covenant of circumcifion, though conftantly 
blended in the difcourfes before us, as if it were one 
of the moffc prominent articles in it. 

The author of thefe difcourfes feems to anticipate in- 
numerable difficulties, on the fuppofition that the Gof- 
pel church commenced with the prefent difpenfation. 
'"If," faith, he, " the covenant made with Abraham has 
been difannalled, and the church formed by it abol- 
ished ; if, on the introduction of the Chriftian difpenfa- 
tion, a new church was formed, and a new covenant in- 
ftituted, materially different from that made with Abra- 
ham ; in what important refpeft can Abraham be con- 
ildered as the father of Christian believers i" He fur- 
ther adds ; "If we be members of a different church, 
formed by a different covenant from that of Abraham, 
what relation have we to Abraham ? In what refpeft 
are we his children ? How is it that we. are blefled with. 
him i that w.e are heirs according to the promife made 
to him ?" .(page 12.) i 

All thefe difficulties we think will be obviated and * 
removed, by correcting a very eflential error in his 
next paragraph. In this, if we miftake not, he has 
mifquoted the Apoftie's words, mifapplied themV and 
jnade him give a very important concluiion, without 
*uy premifes ! "Thefe," feys the reader, "are charges 
#f' considerable magnitude : they ought therefore to be 
made out fairly, or retrafted.f* We eag&%e to to qta 
pr the other. The quotation to «hiO&. ^Rt ts&«*^ 

ia 2 
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in the following words : " He received the fgn §f circuyfr 
gifton, a feal of the Sight eoufmfs of faith, THAT HE MIGHT 

BE THE FATHER OF ALL THEM THAT BELIEVE, THOUGH 

they be not circumcised." (page 12-) That the 
reader may better judge, we will give the paragraph 
entire. 

" But Abraham was made the father of many na- 
tions -, and all who are of faith are his children, and 
mre blefled with him. This is according to the cove- 
nant of promife which God made with Abraham." 
This is ail very well, but he adds, " He received thejig* 
§f circumci/ion, a feal of the righieoufnefs §f faith, THAT 

HE MIGHT BE THE FATHER OF ALL THEM THAT Bfr 
LIEVE, THOUGH THEY BE NOT CIRCUMCISED, though 

they be not his natural pofterity, that righteous- 
ness MIGHT BE IMPUTED TO THEM ALSO." If Mft 

Worcefter is correal, it was Abraham's circumcifion, 
and not his faith, which conftituted him the father of 
believers ! 

The pafTage here referred to, is Rom. iv. 11. And 
we complain, 1. That the words are tnfquoted* To 
prove this, we need only compare them with the facred 
text. Mr. Worcefter fays, " a feal of the right coufmfs $ 
faith> that he might be a'father, &c." The apoftle fays, 
a feal of the righieoufnefs of the faith which he had, jet 
hitig uncircumcifed. Although the words he had, art 
not in the original, they are neceffarily implied and 
undcrftood, as in our tranflation. Had .the words been 
quoted as they are read in our Bibles, they would have 
conveyed quite a different meaning. We do not infift 
that an author fhould always quote fcripture verbatim, 
but if his variations give a different fenfe, he isyCertain- 
ly accountable for it. ' 

£. We complain that the words are mi/applied* 
They are applied as they ft and in the Bible, only to 
Abraham. Circumcifion was a feal to Abraham of his 
faith, but it is not iaid to be fuch to his pofterity, or to 
any other peribn upon earth. Mr. Worcefter has madi 
it a feal of the righieoufnefs of faith generally. What faith 
can it be fuppofed that ait m(atrt.Ytt& c£ ^v^ida^s old? 
Was there any faith. fea\e& vo fo&l ^*ax Wcfcx -«* 
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fealed to a fervant bought with money, who had been 
brought up in idolatry, and perhaps ftill attached to it, 
■ only compelled to conform to the religion of the Jews, 
bccaufe he was a flave ? No man believes that either of 
the two were fubjefts of faith. How then, we afk, was 
circunicifion a feal of the righteoufnefs of faith to 
them ? But it will be faid, that God commanded them 
to be circumcifed, and therefore it muft have been 
right. With this we fully agree; but Gfod has no 
where faid that it was a feal of the righteoufnefs of 
faith to them. A man may as well believe that every 
baptized infant is fealed with the righteoufnefs of faith, 
though he -may after wards prove to be a profligate infidel, 
as that circumcifion placed them in this privileged coa- 
lition. He muft give up his common fenfe to believe 
either. We therefore conclude, that if Mr. Worcefter's 
words mean, what the fame expreffions mean when ufed 
by others, he has applied an expreffton generally, which 
the apoftle applied only in a particular cafe ; which we 
confiJer as a mifapplication of the text. 

3. We have * charged Mr. Worcefter, with making 
the apoftle emclude without premifes* This we are now 
to make out. In order to render it plain to every ca<- 
pacity, we will again fet down his quotation. " He re- 
ceived the fign of circumcifion, a feal of the righteouf- 
•nefs of faith, that he might be the father of all them 
that believe, though they be not circumci^d." The 
apoftle is here made to fay, that Abraham was circum*- 
cifed, fo that he might be the father of believers that 
are uncircumcifed ! We afk, in the name of common 
fenfe, why it was neceffary for Abraham to be circum- 
cifed , in order to constitute him the father of believers 
that are uncircumcifed ? If there can be any other mean- 
ing to the argument, as Mr. Worcefter has placed it be- 
fore the public, we confefs we have not difcernment 
enough to fee it. But is it poflible that the apoftle 
-ihould reafon at this rate ? He certainly did not. He 
is placed in this. awkward Situation only for the want of 
-having his argument fairly prefented. In order to fee 
the force of his rea/bning, the fo\lowing , w.orAa^>QAOcv\ift^ 
gin the quotation, ought to be conHdered as % :gns«ttta&- 
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£s, as they really are, iriz. (And be received the Jign $f 
circumcifion, a feat of the righteoufnefs of the faith which be 
had, yet being uncircumcifed.J The fenfe of the. paflage 
will then be plain. The apoftle ftates his argument 
thus :. For we fay > that faith was reckoned to Abraham fir 
righteoufnefs. How was it then reckoned ? when he was m 
ctrcumcifion, or in uncircumcifon ? not in circumcifwn, buf 
in uncircumctfwn, (and he received the fign, &c) thai 
he might be' the father of all them that brieve, though they 
he not circumcifed" Here the. argument refumes its 
native force, and teaches us that faith was reckoned to 
Abraham for righteoufnefs, when he was in uncircum- 
cifion ; fo that he might be the father of all other be- 
lievers, though they be not circumcifed. Not that he 
received circumciiion, « for this very purpose," as 
Mr. Worcefter afferts (page 1 1) to qualify him to be the 
father of uncircumcifed Gentile believers. 

For what purpofe, it may be afked, was the apbftleV 
argument in this mutilated form introduced into the 
difcourfes before us ? undoubtedly, to give force to the. 
covenant of circumcificn. If it were circumcifioo. 
that conftituted Abraham the father of believers, ir 
would attach a degree of consideration to that rite, 
which it would not otberwiie poflefs. In this way, it 
is thought to aid the caufe of infant baptifin. But we 
alk, was it not Abraham's faith which he had long be* 
fore his circumciiion, which, according to the apoftle's 
argument, conftituted him the father of the faithful I 
He being the firft that fubmitted to that rite, might 
conftitute him the father of the circumcificn : but it was 
his faith, that constituted him the father of believers. 

It is conceived* that the author of the difcourfe* 
•might with as much propriety have argued from this 
paflage in his context i—For it is written, Curfed is ever] 
lane that bangeth on a tree ; that the blejfing of Abraham 
might come &n the Gentiles through jfefus Chriji?* It. 
would be impofiible here to fee the propriety of this 
conclufion as it now itands before us l it is equally fo 
in the one which Mr. Worcefter has introduced above. 
Hut place this in its ^ro^et ottos* rod it will alfore^ 
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ftimc its native force. The argument ftands thus. 
Chrift hath redeemed us from the curfe of the /.iw, being 
made a curfe for us : (for it is witten, Curfed is every one 
that hangeth on a tree :) that the b'ejffing of Abraham . 
might come on the Gentiles through Jefus Chri/i. The 
bleffing of Abraham does not come on the Gentiles, 
becaufe every one is curfed who hangeth on a tree ; 
but becaufe Chrift hath redeemed us from the curfe of 
the law. So, neither was Abraham by being circum- 
cifed conftituted the father of believing Gentiles who 
are uncircumcifed ; but by believing God, and having 
faith reckoned to him for righteouihefs, when he was 
in uncircumcifion. We now leave it with a candid 
public to determine, whether, in his zeal to fupport his 
hypothefis, Mr. Worcefter has not entirely miftaken and 
mifreprefented the apoftle's argument, and finally drawn 
a conclufion favourable to his own fcheme, but drawn, 
it without any premifes. 

From Mr. Worcester's arguments thus corre&ed, we 
fee nothing which leads to the conclufion that the gofpel 
church (compofed of profeiling believers only,) may not 
be considered as the children of Abraham* not by circum- 
cifion, but by faith, and completely bleffed in him through 
Jefus Chrift ; notwithstanding the covenant, which con- 
tained circumcifion, and all the other Jewiih rites, has 
waxed old and vanijhed away. If our relation to Abra- 
ham can be fuftained on no better ground, than that 
we have had the feal cf the covenant, as it is called, 
applied to us in our infancy, (whether by circumcifion 
or baptifm it matters not,) it will leave us in the fame 
wretched condition of the unbelieving Jews. Let us 
Jiot deceive ourfelves by fpending our efforts in defend- 
ing the ihadow, whilft we give up the fubftance. 

They which be of faith, faith the apoftle, are bleffed 
with faithful Abraham ; and they which are of faith , 
the ft me are the children of Abraham, The fcripture hath 
concluded all under fin, that the promise by fai r h of Jr- 
bus Christ might be givi n to them that believe. 
Far ye are all the children of God by faith in Jefus Chrift* 
Far as many of you as have been Impt'vzcA into Gbrtjl^ bcvo* 
vst tn Ciri/t. There is neither Je<w nor Greek, the ve U- 
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neither bond nor free t there is neither male nor female ; for ye 
mre all one in Chrift Jefus. And if ye be Chrtjfs^ then are 
ye Abraham's feedy and heirs according to the promife" Every, 
fentence which we have now quoted, feems to look 
with a forbidding afpeft upon the memberthip and 
baptifm of unbelievers. If the apoftle had really de* 
figned to have barred the claim of infants, and all other 
unbelievers, he could fearcely have ufed language more 
decifive. He has firft informed us that Abraham wa& 
bleffed in believing God* He believed the gofpel that 
was preached to him, concerning his feed, the Mefiiah, 
in whom all families of the earth fbould be bleffed. Thfe 
glorious promife has been fulfilling for ages ; and the 
bleffing of Abraham {bill comes on the Gentiles through 
Jefus Chrift, and through no other medium. 

The apoftle is particularly careful to eftablifh this- 
point, that Abraham's faith was reckoned to hi tn for right* 
eoufnefr, when he was in undrcumcifton. By this he lias- 
excluded circumcifion from claiming the fmalleft fhare 
of honour in the falvation of Abraham, or in l*is befog 
the father of other believers* He appears equally: 
cautious in difcritninating the characters who are bleff- 
ed with Abraham. His language is, That God would; 
juftify the heathen through faith. He adds, & tben> THET 
which be of faith are blejfed. with faithful Abraham* 
Again, That the bleffing of Abraham might come on the Get* 
tiles through Jesus Christ. We muft find fomething 
more favourable to unbelievers than what is here ex- 

i prefTed, or we (hall be as unable to blefs them, as Ifaac 
was Efau, after he had given the bleffing exclufivelj 
to Jacob. 

Still to imprefs the fentiraent more deeply, the apofdfr 
again refumes his fubjett towards the clofe of the chap- 

r ter, and adds ; For ye are all the children of God, by faith 
it% Chrift Jefus. Not by defcending from Abraham, nor 
any other believer \ nor by any external rite whatever. 
For as many of you as have been baptized into Chrift l > have, 
ftut on Chrtft. This language agrees perfectly with the 
idea of their being all profeflbrs. But how a paffive 
infant, of eight days o\d, c*ti be ft^d to $ut <m Chrift, to 
is inconceivable. It m\j\x\.\*£M <A k\^?s^^ 
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tized In infancy, that Chrift, that is, his name is put 
upon them, without either their knowledge or confent ; 
but how it can be rendered adHvely, you have put on 
Chrift, is difficult to reconcile either to common fenfe 
or to truth. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is 
neither bond nor free , there is neither male nor female ; FOR 
ye are all one in Christ Jesus. What ! whole 
families 1 ^believing parents (at leaft one of them) artd 
unbelieving children ? faints and finners, all one in 
Chrift P Strange union indeed ! What communion hath 
light with darkncfs ? and what concord hath Chrift with 
Belial P or what part hath he that believeth with an infidel?* 

If Sfc Paul were to addrefs a modern congregation, 
where perhaps feven-eighths of them had been baptized 
in infancy, could he with propriety addrefs them as he 
did thefe Galatian Chriftians : As many of you as have 
been baptized into Chrift, have put on Chrift P le are all one 
in Chrift P Do Paedobaptift Chrift ians themfelves believe 
this of their families ? Do they believe that their bap- 
tized but unre generate children have put on Chrift ? 
That they and their children of this defcription are 
all one in Chrift Jefus ? They certainly do not treat 
them as if they believed any fuch thing ; nor can we 
fiippofe they do ferioufly believe it. Yet if they do 
not believe it, will they not feel this conviction, that 
their churches differ efientially from thefe in the apo£- 
tolic age ? As the apoftles themfelves did not profefs 
to know the hearts of others, the language addreffed to 
the Galatians, would be proper to any body of baptized 
profeffors who adted in character as Chriftians. 

It only remains here to bbferve a few words upon the 
text itfelf. And if ye be CbrifFs, then are ye Abraham's 
feed, and heirs according to the promife. 

We have already feen that the promife here men- 
tioned did not refer to the covenant of circumcifion, 
but to a previous promife made to Abraham, and con- 
firmed of God in Chrift. We have alfo feen that be- 
lievers-only, or fuch as are of faith, are confidered as 
partaking in the blefiings of that promife. But if there 
were nothing in the context to determine \xs NiSx\vTe- 

* % Cor, vi. 14, 15, 
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jard to the fubjeft, one would fuppofe that the text it- 
felf fpeaks a language irreconcileable to the dodrine of 
infant baptifm.* If ye be Chrj/Ps ; this determines oor 
title to the bleffing. This determined the title of our 
anceftors, and this will determine the title of our chil- 
dren. But the author of the difcourfes has advocated 
a fentiment exceedingly different from this : it implies 
the following ; If ye parents, one or both of you, be 
ChrifTs, then are ye> and all your children, Abraham's feed) 
and heirs according to the promfe. But it will be afked, 
In what fenfe can unconverted Gentiles be confidered 
as the children of Abraham ? What promiie has God 
ever made to Abraham of fpiritual bleffings, that un- 
converted Gentiles may claim, by right of heirfhip? 
The anfwer muft be, None at all. 

Indeed it is believed tbat Mr, Worcefter himfelf 
has fully conceded this very point, notwitbftanding all 
his laboured arguments to prove that the baptized 
children of Gentile believers are Abraham's feed. 
His words are, " To become entitled then to the bld- 
fings of the covenant, Abraham mufl walk before God, 
and be perfect 5 muft have true faith, and beftn* 
irtr/y obedient. This was neceflary as it rcfpecled him- 
felf per fon ally, and equally necejfary as it refpecled his chil" 
drin" (page 36.) If "ti lie faith" was neceflary to en- 
title Abraham and his children to the bleflings of the 
covenant, is not the fame neceflary for us and our chil- 
dren f This perfectly agrees with the language of the 
apoftle in the text, as we understand him. If ye be 
LhrifTsy that is, have "true faith" in him, then are ye 
Abraham's feed) &C. No Eaptift, we believe, ever dif- 
puted but that all fuch, whether young or old, as have 
true faith in Chrift, are Abraham's fpiritual feed, and 
heirs according to the promiie, that all nations fhould be 
blcfled in his seld. It appears to us, that many of our 

* This text ftards fo fcrtini en tally oppofed to infant baptifm, that it 
has been a little fur|rifing that Mr. Worcefter fhould choofe it at the 
foundation of his difcourfes. He muft, we conceive, have thought it 
more friendly to his fubjc& than it appears to us : for we are unwilling 
tm Aippofe he chofe it upon the prmci^le which Sect ait* is laid to have 
chofen one of his wives, the noveA Xanttyfe, V5>^* «fc ^t Vt^as&ft 
womcil il the world) i. e. rojfcow Im JViU in wana^njr \>tx* 
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Paedobaptift brethren miftake the fuhjecl on this ground, 
That the promifes which were made to Abraham, 
which refpefted his fpiritual feed only*, they apply indif- 
criminately to the natural feed of Gentile believers. 
. In the ninth of Romans it is faid, They are not all If* 
raelwho ate of Ifrael ; neither, becaufe they are the feed of 
Mbrskant, are they all children* They who are the children 
vftheflejbj thefe are not the children of God : but the chil- 
dren of the promife are counted for the feed.* Are not the 
children of Gentile believers, children of theflejh*. as 
teally as others ? If fo, the apoftle has decided the 

iioint, that they are not the children of God, nor the 
ieed of Abraham : for the children of the promife are 
counted for the feed* By thefe we think no perfon can 
doubt, but the apoftle meant fpiritual perfons, as dif- 
tinguifhed from the children of the flem. This perfect- 
ly correfponds with the general tenor of the fcrip- 
tures. This will alfo affift us in determining who are 
intended by Abraham's feed in the text. 

On the whole, we cannot perceive that a fingle blef- 
fing is promifed to any unbeliever, throughout the 
whole chapter on which the difcourfes are founded. 
We therefore conclude, that the author,' in applying 
them to believing parents, and their unbelieving ofF- 
fpring ; and by endeavouring to prove, that they are 
all Abraham's fed*, and heirs according to the promife », has 
applied them in a fenfe, which neither the fcriptures 
in general, nor the apoftle's reafoning throughout the 
context, will juftify. The reader will judge, whether the 
preceding reafoning will fupport this conclusion or not. 

It will be remembered, that we propofed in the be- 
ginning of thefe ftrictures to attempt the proof of two 
points : 

1. That Mr. Worcefter had miftaken the promife 
in his text, and reafoned from one totally different from 
the one which the apoftle reafoned from. 

2. "We propofed to fhow, that his application of 
the proiuife~to believers and unbelievers, or to believ- 
ing parents and unbelieving children, was unfcriptural, 
and contrary to the apoftle's reafoning* 

# Rom, ix. 6—8. 

fib 
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On the firft, we have fhown, that the promife quoted 
by the apoftle was diftincl, in Its nature and deftgn % 
from the oae on which the difcourfes are founded \ 
and that the time at which it is ftated to have beeA 
given, will not agree with the covenant of circum- 
cifion. 

On the fecond, we have fhown, that by the apoftle's 
reafoning in the context, and other fcriptures, the 
bleffing of Abraham is annexed only to faith : That it 
comes on Gentile believers individually, and tiot other- 
wife : That parents, by faith in Jefus Chrift, may en- 
joy the blefling of Abraham, while their unbelieving 
children lie under all the miferies of the curfe : That 
the blefljng of Abraham comes on believing children, 
through Jefus Chrtjl y and not through their parents 3 
That they are not fa\ed by their parents' faith, but by 
their own. 

If the two preceding points have been demonftrated* 
it is all that we undertook. We do not pretend to 
have confidered all Mr. Worcefter's arguments, nor to 
have expofed all his errors. Our limits fcrbid that we 
fbould enlarge on this part of the fubje£h We havg 
eonfcientioufly endeavoured not to mifreprefent his fen- 
timents ; if it fhould be found, in any inftance, to be 
the cafe, it will be fincerely regretted when pointed 
out. 

May the Spirit of the living God* that Spirit which 
Was promifed by Jefus to his difciples, difcover to each 
i>f us his errors, by leading us into the truth. And may 
vre be always ready to receive the truth, whenever it is 
prefented to our minds, although it may crofs our" 
preconceived opinions. If we love the Lord Jefus 
Chrift, we are folemnly bound to keep his command- 
ments. In order to this, we muft be willing to know 
what they are, and how they are to be obferved. And 
let \\'> fee to it, that we do hot make void his command* 
meats through our tradition. ' 

To the tribunal of public opinion, the preceding re^ 
marks are cheerfully fubmi-ted. And were it ntft for 
fame charges particularly brought aga'mft our denW- 
mziion in the difcourfes b&rce us*^ tatta\&V«c*'&* 
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•ur leave of them ; but, under prefent circumftances, 
we fhould be wanting to ourfelves, not to attempt a 
vindication. We mult therefore a£k the reader's pa- 
tience a little longer, hoping that he will candidly at- 
tend to what we have to fay to the things laid to our 
charge, and then judge whether they ought to be placed 
to our account or not. 



SECTION VI. 

The Baptifls vindicated from the Charges brought ugaittff 
them by the Rev* Samuel Worcefter. 

I O reprove a Chriftian brother, and to do it 
in the temper of the gofpel y and efpecially, when we 
feel ourfelves injured by the faults which call for re- 
proof, is by no- means one of the leaft difficult duties of 
our holy religion. 

If the things of which we are about to complain had 
emanated from avowed enmity, or had been vocifer- 
ated only by the tongue of flander, they had never 
excited any other emotions in our minds, than pity and 
filent contempt : but when they are u (hered upon the 
public, as undeniable fac*b, and fanctioned too by all 
jhe gravity of the pulpit, they aflume a very ferious and 
(dangerous afpec*r, and imperioufly call us to fclf- defence. 

Our limits will not allow us to animadvert on all that 
Mr* Worcefler has faid againft us 5 and even the few 
articles which we do touch upon, We are obliged to han- 
dle with great brevity. 

Without particularly noticing feveral preceding re- 
marks, in which he probably aimed his ihafts at the 
Baptifts ; yet, as he neither named, nor hit any one, 
Sire ihall proceed to what is directly applied to us. 
' 1. In a note, page 23, we are charged with imbib- 
ing the error of the old " legal Jews," bv*unJcri]>turaUy 
feUndwg the covenant of circumcifion made v*\\}tv Kfero.- 
kkwf and what is called the Sinai cov£yv3ltv\.> \a^jpS&RX< 
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This charge comes rather with an ill grace, from 2 
man, who has, throughout the difcourfes before us, con- 
ftantly blended the promifes of the covenant of circum- 
cifion, with the promife of the Meffiah, made to Abra- 
ham, years before that covenant exifted. From this 
" unfcriptural blending" of thefe two covenants, which 
in their nature are every way diftinft, it is thought, he 
has given the chief pluufibility to his arguments, which 
they poflefs. Had lie confined himfelf to the covenant 
of circumcifion, he could not with propriety have infer- 
red thole great bleffings, which come on the Gentiles, 
through Jefus Ciirilt, under the gofpel difpenfation. 

But if Mr. Worcefter has done wrong, in blending 
two covenants which are really diftincl, it will by no 
menus exculpate the Baptifts, if they have been guilty of 
the fame. How far this charge can be fupported we 
know not. Had it been accompanied by the words of 
the writers referred to, we could more readily have 
judged of its accuracy. This would alfo have given 
the perfons implicated, if living, an opportunity to 
have vindicated themfelves. But it now refts upon the 
denomination at large. 

In reply, we can only fay, we know of no writer oil 
our fi'^e of the controversy, who has blended the cov- 
enants referred to, any farther than the fcriptures have 
blended them. What Mr. Worcefter and other Paedo* 
baptift writers call the Sinai covenant^ wants defining. 
They fonictimes fpeak of it in fuch a way as would 
naturally lead us to fuppofe, they meant the ten com- 
mandments, or moral law. But furely thefe commands 
ire not abolifhed ? The moral precepts of that law 
given from Sinai can never be abrogated. If by the 
Sinai covenant, they mean what the apoftle calls, The 
law of csmmandmcnU contained in ordinances j* we aik, 
Was not circumcifion blended with thefe ordinances ? 
Yea, was not this the principal article which occafion- 
ed the « enmity" between Jews and Gentiles, which 
Chrift by the Gofpel difpenfation and by his death 
abolifhed ? That circumcifion was blended with the 
ritual of Mofes, is clear faova \h<s vc«t&& o* CYi\\& t* 

• ¥pV.. 11. 15. 
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the Jews. Mofes therefore* faid he, gave unto you circum- 
cijion (not "bccaufc it is of Mofes, but of the fathers) 
and ye on the fabbath-day circumrife a man. If a man on 
the fabbath-day receive eircumcifim, that the LAW of 
Moses should not be broken; are ye angry, &c. 
"•The unfcriptural blending of thefe two covenants 
together, fays Mr. Worcefter, has been a moft prolific 
fource of error. From this fource fprang the error of 
the legal Jews, in former ages ; and from the fame 
fource has fprung the error of the Antipaedobaptifts, 
in modern times." He further adds ; " It was with 
his eye upon this fource of error, that our Lord, when 
in difcourfe with the Jews, he took occafion to men- 
tion circumcifion, the original feal of the Abrahamic 
covenant, was particular to remind them, that // was 
not of Moses, but of the fathers." How Mr. 
Worcefter came by his information, that Chrift had 
his "eye upon this fource of error," we know not* 
We can fee nothing in the context to juftify fuch an 
opinion. Chrift, in vindicating himfelf for having heal- 
ed a man upon the fabbath-day, adverts to their con- 
duct in circumciGng the child which might happen to be 
eight days old on the fabbath. This was certainly ac- 
cording to the law of Mofes,* and it was certainly ac- 
cording to the law given to the fathers.f How then 
does it appear that they were in an error about circum r 
cifing the child on the fabbath ? It does not appear at 
all. Their error did not lie in this, but in condemn- 
ing the Saviour for doing a deed which no more mil- 
itated with the law of the fabbath, than circumcifiag 
the child. 

But if thefe covenants were fo diftintt, how came 
Mr. Worcefter himfelf to blend them ? He confiders 
the Sinai tranfaftion a renewal of the former covenant. 
His words are, " At Mount Sinai, the Lord appeared 
in terrible and glorious majefty, and, recognizing the 
t anfomed tribes as the feed of Abraham, renewed with 
them his covenant ; and gave them a code of ftatutes and 
ordinances, called alfo a covenant) Vrhich, viet* to wsti 
tiaue until the Mejfliah flxould come " &c% ^RnaAfcARxi 

* Lev. xii. 3. + Gen. xVii. £%• 
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Worcefter here calls a renewal of the covenant, if he 
refers to Exodus xix. 5 — 8. we think moft likely to be 
the covenant which the prophet Jeremiah had in view, 
which he laid God made with their fathers in the day 
that he took them by the hand, to bring them out cf 
the land of Egypt, which my covenant they brake* although 
I was an hujband unto them, faith the Lord. The Jews 
^were very tenacious of the law or ritual of Mofes. They 
adhered to this long after they had loft the fpirk of 
obedience. But whether it were this, or the law of 
commandments contained in ordinances, circumcifion was 
connected with both. And if circumcifion was not con- 
tained in the hand writing of ordinances* which Chrift 
blotted outy and nailed to his crofs 9 we think it may be 
difficult to prove, that it has ever been abolifhed. We 
do not fuppofe from this, that any abfolute promife 
which God ever made to Abraham, or any other per- 
fon, has ever been . abolifhed. Conditional promifes, 
fuch as Mr. Worcefter tells us thole were which ref- 
pefted the falvation of Abraham's feed, and the feed 
of other believers, can be obligatory upon the promifer, 
only by the conditions being fulfilled. And as he has 
ftated thefe conditions, it does not appear that either 
Abraham or Ifaac, or any of their pofterity ever fulfilled 
them. If they failed, wc ferioufly doubt whether any 
other believer has ever complied with them fully : at 
leaft, it wants proof. 

In all denominations, fome men differ in opinion from 
others, and fome have errors which it would be ungen* 
erous to charge upon the whole : but we think we are 
authorized to fay, that the Baptifts believe, that every 
promife which God made to Abraham refpedting his 
natural feed has been, or will be fulfilled, in cafe the 
conditions on their part are fulfilled •, but that the 
promifes fecured to Abraham by covenant refpeAmg 
the Meffiah, and the blcfling of the nations in him, re- 
main unaltered. Thefe promifes, which include all Abra- 
ham's fpiritual feed, are abfolute. They are in Chrift 
Jefus ; and in him they are yea and amen* We conceive* 
that it no more depended on k\yr^K^si£\^^V«tf6Rx 
the Meffiah, fhoiild fprinfcfeofliYta&i** vftatfwtt xfc* ** 
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tions fliould be bleffed in the promifed feed, that is, in 
Chrift, by believing th* gofpel, than it did, whether 
Chrift fhould rife from the dead on the third day. 

But has not the author before us drawn a little from 
this f « prolific fource," and blended two other covenants 
which are manifeftly diftinft ? We mean the covenant 
of circumcifion, and the new covenant mentioned in the 
prophecy of Jeremiah.* Speaking of the latter, he 
fays, " This is called, indeed, a new covenant, and on 
this account has fometimes, for want of proper attention 
to the fubje&, been fuppofed to be different from any 
covenant before eftablrihed with the church. It is 
called a new covenant) becaufe of its revival and renewal 
after it had been for a long time greatly obfcured," &c. 
(page 18.) But after all his ingenious labour to prove 
his point, he has failed ; and in the very next page, with 
much feeming reluctance, conceded to an important 
difference. Speaking of the new covenant, he fays, 
« In the laft inftance, indeed, there is an intimation of a 
renewal of heart, in thofe with whom the covenant is 
eftablifhed." « An intimation; 9 Sir ; is this all ? Is 
there not a pofitive, folemn engagement ? This is an 
article, which muft forever diftinguiih this new cove- 
nant. " An intimation of a renewal of heart !" We 
could not have believed, had we not feen it from his 
own pen, that the " Pallor of the Tabernacle Church 
in Salem," could ever have fpoken with fuch cold indif- 
ference of the work of the Holy Ghoft in renewing 
the heart. 

That we have properly " attended to the fubject," 
we prefume not to fay ; but this we are free to declare, 
that it appears to us, that God himfelf has diftinguifhed 
this covenant not only from the one contrafted with it, 
but from all others which preceded it. Mark the lan- 
guage ! — The days come, faith the Lord, that I will make a 
new covenant ; not revive an old one. J will put my law 
in their inward parts * and write it in their hearts. This 
is not the tenor of any former covenant. Is there any 
fuch engagement in that of which circvxttttA&QTY vm \fofc 
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feal ? The fign of that covenant was outward, in the 
flefh. Thouihnds had this fign> which in thefe dif- 
courfes is called the feal of the righteouftiefs of faith -, who 
never, as we have any reafon to believe, had any true 
faith. In this new covenant, all knotv the Lord, from 
the leajl to the greate/t. A vaft proportion of thole who 
were interefted in the covenant of circumcifion, and 
had that feal put upon them, we muft conclude, if we 
believe the fcriptures, never knew the Lord. To fay 
the lead, this covenant is quite as diftin& from the 
Abrahamic covenant, as that was from the covenant 
which God made with the Ifraelites, when he took 
them by the hand to lead them out of Egypt* 

2. Another charge, though not the next in order, 
which Mr. Worcefter has exhibited againft the " Ana- 
baptifts," as he very fartidioufly calls us, is fo clofely 
connected with this, that we proceed next to confider it. 

" They deny, faith he, God's everlafting covenant of 
fuperabounding grace, the grand charter of the inher- 
itance and privileges of his people, the fource of blef- 
fings to all the kindreds of the earth." (page 78.) 

If there were any law in force to burn heretics, I 
know not, my brethren, how we mould feel to have 
fuch a charge as this fulminated againft us ; but as 
things now are, I am inclined to think, we dial I be able 
to meet it with a good degree of calranefs. 

But on what is this dreadful charge founded ? The 
writer has not condefcended to inform us 5 he has made 
the afiertion, and gone on his way. He has left us to 
gather his meaning from the general tenor of the dif- 
couries before us. From theie we are led to fuppofe 
he muft refer to our not allowing, that the covenant 
made with Abraham, which obliged him to circumcife 
all the males bcrn in his houfe and bought with money, 
obliges Gentile believers to baptize their infants, both 
male and female. This we do not believe : we cannot 
believe it. But is this full prcof, that we "deny God's 
everlafting covenant of fuperabounding grace r" We 
can by no means admit it. Our confeiences bear us wit- 
nefs, that we do not knomtv^j &wj -ko^j ^-s^uuvt 
which God has re\ea\td \u\u* ^ot^ \ wot to n** te\ 
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any other coftvi&ion in our minds from this terrible 
charge, than of the miftaken zeal of its author. No, we 
have ever acknowledged " God's everlafting covenant" 
which contained the promife of the Meffiah, the only 
u fource of blef&ngs to all the kindreds of the earth." 
We muft therefore view with the deepeft regret, a de- 
claration fo evidently unfounded ; a. declaration pecul- 
iarly calculated to inflame the pafiions, and increaie the 
unhappy prejudices of thofe who differ from us. 

Nor is it true, that we deny what is called the 
" Abrahamic," or covenant of circumcifion. We think 
we acknowledge it in its full extent, as irated by the 
infpired writers, as really as our brethren do. It is true, 
we do not acknowledge all the inferences they draw 
from it. But is this denying the covenant itfelf ? Might 
we riot with as much propriety charge them with a 
u denial" of the ordinance of baptifm, becaufe they do 
not comply with our views of it, as for them to charge 
us with denying God's covenant, becaufe we under- 
ftand it differently from themfelves ? 

Some of our reafons for <lifbelieving that Gentile 
Chriftians are under the covenant of circumcifion, as 
the feed of Abraham were, are founded on the refult 
of the firft Chriftian council, ftated in the xvth of Acts, 
as may be feen in what follows. 

When certain men were come from Judea to Anti- 
och, they taught the brethren, who were Gentile 
believers, that except they were circumcifed after the man- 
ner ofMcfes, they could not be faved. Paul and Barna- 
bas withftood them, but could not convince them. It was 
finally concluded to fend a deputation to the apoftles and 
elders at Jerufalem. And after much confultation this 
was the refult : For it feemed good to the Holy Ghost, 
and to us, to lay on you no greater burden than thefe necejfavy 
things ; that ye abjlain from meats offered to idols, and 
from bloody and from things Jlrangled, and from fornica- 
tion s frwt which if ye keep yourfelves, ycfhall do welt. 
Fare ye well. 

By the refult of this council, we fee circumcidoa 
total)/ given up, as it refpeftcd t\\e GetivWas* wA. **% 
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fubftitute named in its room. Had there been but 
a few P?jJobaptifts in that council, it is thought they 
would have fettled the bufinefs at once. How eafily 
they might have flopped the mouths of thofe fticklen 
for circuincifion ! It would have been only to have 
lift d the modern argument, that baptifm is placed in 
the room of circumcilion. That as they ufed to circum- 
cife their children, (that is, the males) they had need 
only to baptize them. It is perfectly unaccountable 
that Faul and Barnabas, while contending at Antioch. 
againft circumcilion, il.ould never once think of this ar- 
gument. Paul was certainly a very accute reafoner. 
In general we find him to have fully comprehended his , 
fubject, and alfo to have availed himfelf of the beft to- J, 
pics of argument. He feems in this inftance to have 
neglected the only rational ground of defence. But is 
it not palling ilrange, that not one in the council, which 
was coinpofed of nearly all the. apoftles and elders of 
the Chriliian church, Ihould ever once have mentioned 
the only argument which would have fatisfied or con- 
founded their opponents ? You cannot now talk with 
a Pasdobaptift five minutes on the fubject, but he will 
tell you, « baptifm came in the room of circumcilion." 
There never was a cafe which more urgently called for 
this argument, nor when it might have been ufed with 
greater profpeft of complete fuccefs. How can we ac- 
count for its omifllon ? In one way, we conceive, and 
in one only : it had then probably ho exiftence. 

Had this argument been brought forward in that 
council, it muft have produced the happieft effedls* It 
would have cut like a two-edged fword j for it would 
not only have ftilled thofe Judaizing Chriftians, who 
were clamouring about fircumcifion, but would alfo 
have filenced every objection which any Antipaedobap- 
tift could have raifed. 

Yv r e wifli here to aik one queftion, and leave it with 
our Pxdobaptift friends to anfvrer •, and we hope they 
will anfwer it confeicntioufly, in the fear of God. 
Should a number of the d e icon d ants of Abraham, at the 
prefent day, embrace *\ie ^o\^\, *w\& *mV>od^ into a 
$hurch ftate, after wVicb. a wwjuV^y <& O^^V\wv;\v 
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tioiild propofe to unite with them ; but in order to this 
mion, they fhould iniift upon their being circumctfed 
\fter the manner of Mofes s fhould both parties agree to 
•efer their difficulties to a council, to be compofed ' 
wholly of Paedobaptifts, — we wifli to afk, whether they 
lo not think that their principal argument with thefe 
relieving Jews would be, " that circumcifion had been 
dperfeded by baptifm ?" Or, in other words, " That 
hey were now to baptize their infants, inftead of circum- 
:ifing them ?" We wifh not to anticipate their anfwer 
tny farther than juft to fay, that fhould they not avail 
hemfelves of this argument, they would reafon very 
iifferently with them, from what they do with us, 
A.nfwer it as they may, they muft, we think, either 
differ from themfelves, or from the council at Jcrufa- 
;em. 

We beg the reader's indulgence "here, while we di- 
?refs a few moments from our fubjecl, to anfwer an ob* 
jeiSVion which has often been brought by Piedobaptifts, 
againft giving up circumcifion without a fubilitute. 
They have conftantly argued, that the Jews were fo 
tenacious of this privilege for their children, that they 
would never have peaceably refigned it, without fome- 
thing in its room ; and yet it has often been fald, that 
there was never any difpute about it. Mr. Edwards* 
reafoning upon this very point, has the following re- 
marks : " If," faith he, " we take into confideration the 
character of thofe perfons, among whom this cuftom 
had prevailed, and among whom it is fuppofed to have 
ceafed, we (hall have fufficient reafon to think it impof- 
fible, that a cuftom of this nature fhould be abrogated, 
and they not oppofe a Jingle vOvrd"* Will not the reader 
afk, Had Mr. Edwards never read the xvth chapter of 
Afts ? Had he never obferved that the \ery firft dif- 
ficulty in the Chriftian church which required the in- 
tervention of a council, Was occafioned by a contention 
raifed about circumcifion by certain Jewifh believers ? 
We fee nothing in the fcriptures to jufrify the opinion, 
.that the Jews were ' tenacious of this privilege, any 
Wherwife, than as they confidered it an cx&xvtf&t oS. 

j 

* Cund. Reaf. p. 6*. 
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God, which they were bound to obfenre on pain of 
the divine difpleafure. It appears to us, that Paedobap- 
tifts rate the privilege much higher than ever the Jews 
did. Peter certainly considered it as % yoke, and a 
grievous one too ; which neither their fathers mr 
they were able to bear. 

It feems to be generally concluded by Psedobaptifts, 
that the only reafon why the believing Jews made no 
difficulty about the abrogation of circumcifion, was, j: 
that infant baptifm was fubftituted in its room. But ' 
if other Jewifh believers viewed it as Peter did, as a 
yoke, is it not probable, when they were brought into 
the pure liberty of the gofpel, they would be willing to 
difpenfe with fuch a yoke of bondage ? 

We wifh the reader ferioufly to confider the two fol* 
lowing obfervations : 

1. That the apoftles had continually to contend 
with Judaizing Chriftians, on the fubjeft of circum- 
cifion, although Mr. Edwards and others will not allow 
that they " oppofed a (ingle word." 

2. That in all the inftances in which the apoftles 
had to oppofe the advocates for circumcifion, they never :' J 
once trade ufe of this argument, that the baptifm of in- 
fants was fubftituted in its room. 

Both of thcfe remarks will be confirmed by a careful 
examination of the following fcriptures : Except ye bt 
circumcifed, and keep the law of Mofes ye cannot bejaved* 
Thoufeeft, brother, how many thouj and of the Jews there art ■ 
which believe ; And they are all zealous of the law : and 
they are informed of thee, that thou teacheft all the Jews 
which are among the Gentiles, toforfake Mofes, faying, that 

THEY OUGHT NOT TO CIRCUMCISE THEIR CHlLDREN.f 

See alfo the apoftle's exhortation to the Gaiatians : 
Stand f aft, therefore, in the liberty wherewith Chrift bath 
made us free, and be not entangled again with the yoke of 
bondage. Behold, I Paul fay unto you, that if ye be CIR- 
CUMCISED, Christ shall profit you nothing^ To 
the Philippians he faith, Beware of dogs, beware of evil 
workers, beware of the concifion, &V.| And to Titus, 

# AA* xv. i f 5. \ A&%«\. ^o,^\» \**A.t. \,v 

^ &YR, Yd. .%. 
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There are many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers, es- 
pecially THEY OF THE CIRCUMCISION ; whofe mouths 
mufl be flopped ; ivho fubvert whole bcufes, teaching things 
which they ought not, for filthy lucre* s fake* 

Can any man ferioufly confider thefe paffages, with 
many others of the fame import, and then conclude, 
that the Jews made no difficulty about giving up cir- 
cumcifion ? that they did not " oppofe a fingle word ?" 
VTe {hould think, that we were only beating the air to 
reafon with fuch a man. 

If our reafonings on this head (hould produce no 
other effect, will they not exonerate us from the un- 
chriftian charge, that we " deny God's everlafting cov- 
enant ?' Feeling ourfelves acquit, we leave the author 
to anfwer it to his God, and to his confcience. 

3. " They deny (faith he) the church of God, 
which was formed in the family of Abraham," &c.f 

How has Mr. Worcefter proved this ? How ! by 
his own aflfertion, as he has the moft of his other 
charges. We are obliged to find out his meaning, if we 
can, from the general drift of his difcourfes. As this 
charge immediately follows the one we have juft been 
considering, it is probably drawn from the fame prem- 
ifes. And in anfwer to it we need only fay, we are not 
confcious of denying any thing refpedting the " church 
formed in Abraham's family," which the fcriptures 
eftablifli, or which reafon requires us to believe. We 
know of nothing on which the charge can be founded, 
but what has been obviated under the preceding article* 
unlefs it be this j that we do not believe the gofpel 
church to be a mere continuation of the old Jewifh, but 
a fpiritual houfe built up of lively ftones. We conceive 
the charge, therefore, as unfounded as it would be to 
charge us with denying that Great Britain, with which 
We were -once connected, was a lawful government, be- 
caufe we are not now under it, but enjoy different and 
greater privileges, under a different conftitution. 

Without " difplaying any thing like a fpirit of perfe- 
ction, or even of uncharitablenefs," ^fefc ^^"t^tt 
Mr* Worce&er proceeds to fay, 

*Tit. l io, xx . ^tV»V4. 

c c 
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4. " The grand provifion, which, in his infinite 
wifdom and grace, Jehovah has been pleafed to make 
for the prefervation of a righteous feed upon earth, and 
for the maintenance and promotion, from age to age, of 
his caufe and kingdom in this hoftile world, they not onlj 
deny, but openly contemn.'* Is it not a profanation 
of language to talk of " charitablenefs" towards any fed 
of profefling Chriftians, and at the fame time to charge 
them not only with denying, but openly contemning the* 
grand provifion which God has gracioufly made, for the 
promotion of his caufe and kingdom in the world? 
This charge, however, appears to us fo totally unfound- 
ed, and fo far from that fpirit of meeknefs, which the 1 
love of Chrift infpires, that we mail attempt no othef 
vindication, but a folemn appeal to fails, and to the 
feelings of our fellow-men. Let thofe, who are beft 
acquainted with our fentiments, with our doctrine, with 
our daily converfation and practice, teftify, if they think 
lis the open denier s and contemners of the provifion which 
God has made for the " promotion of his caufe and 
kingdom in the world " Let the thoufands in Amer- 
ica, whom God has gracioufly condefcended to convert 
by our miniftry, teftify, if they have evef feeh any thing 
in our conduct towards themfclves or others, which 
could juftify fuch a charge. Let the converted Hin- 
doos of Hindoftan declare, if they think the men who 
have left their friends, their country, and almoft every 
enjoyment held dear by civilized man, to publiih in 
thofe benighted regions the precious name of a Saviour : 
let thefe teftify, if they have feeri any thing in them, 
which looks unfriendly to the promotion of the caufe" 
ef God in the world. Although we have much reafon 
to lament the languor of our zeal in this precious caufe* 
yet our confeiences bear us witnefs in the fight of God, 
that we love and pray for its profperity ; and whilft 
thus unjuftly charged, we think we can rejoice, that out 
judgment is' with the Lord, and our work with our God.* 
5. The author of the difcourfes, ftill continuing his 
ftrain of accufation, adds — " They deny and conttmn the! 
grace which is fo kmd\y and Co ^id^foudin^y offered 
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for the fpiritual renovation and everlafting falvation of 
the feed of the church," (page 79.) 

An inquifitive mind, if permitted, would naturally 
^afk two or three queftions upon this article. Do not 
the fcriptures confider the church as the bride , the Lamb's 
wife, and the Saviour himfelf as the Bridegroom ? 
What feed then has the church, that are not " renovat- 
ed ?" Has the church, properly fpeaking, any children 
but fpiritual ones ? "What grace is that fo " kindly offer- 
ed," which the Baptifts " deny and contemn ?" And to 
whom is it offered ? to parents for their children, or to 
children for themfelves ? We know of no other grace, 
nor can we conceive of any which the author can have 
reference to, but the grace of infant baptifm. We know 
of nothing which diftinguifhes the children of Paedo- 
baptifts from the children of other believers, only their 
baptifm. It will be admitted, that there are unworthy 
jprofeffors in all denominations, from whom it vrould be 
improper and difingenuous to form a judgment of the 
whole. But it is not perceived, that Paedobaptifts in 
general difcover any more folicitude for the eternal fal- 
Vation of their children, than what is apparent in other 
thriftians. Do they more generally reftrain them from 
the vanities of the world ? Or do they pray more fro- 
ipently, or more fervently for them than others ? They 
may Indeed prefent their fupplication upon a different 
footing from what the Baptifts do. They may plead 
their covenant relation to God ; that they have Abraham 
to their father : whereas others have nothing to plead 
For theirs but the merits of a Saviour, or what is call- 
ted a the uncovenanted mercy of God." An obfervatixm 
made by Paul, in his epiftle to the Romans, may caft 
feme light upon the fubjeil. What advantage then, faid 
he, hath the Jew ? Or what profit is there of circumcifion ? 
Much every way ; chiefly, becaufe that unto them were com* 
mitted the oracles of God.* If to enjoy the oracles of 
God was the chief advantage which the circumcifed Jew 
hid above others ; and " baptifm places children in the 
feme relation to the church as circumdfioti &\&" \\- ^\ 
be difficulty we believe, to point out any ^ve.*ax •&&*■*&?- 

+ Rom. iii. 1^2. 
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tagts, which the children of Paedobaptifts enjoy, whick 
are not equally enjoyed by others. The oracles of God, 
as far as we know, are as freely and fully enjoyed by 
the children of the Baptifts, as by any others.' St 
Paul,,in another of his epiftles, gives us his opinion of 
the real value of all the privileges to be derived from 
the covenant of circuincifion. Though I might alfo, faith 
he, have confidence in the jlcjh. If any other man thirtieth he 
hath whereof he may trujt in the fiefh, I more* Circum* 
cifedthc eighth day % ofthejlcch of Ifrael, of the tribe of Ben- 
jamin, an Hebrew of the Hebrews, i*fc. But what things 
were gain to me I counted lofs for Chrift. Yea doubtlefi % 
and 1 count all things but lofsyfor the excellency of the kfinul- 
edge of Chrijl Jefus my Lord ; for whom I have fuffered the 
hfs of all things ^ and do count them but dung that I may 
win Chrifi.* We very much doubt, whether any per- 
fons who were ever truly humbled before God, under 
a fenfe of their guilt and unworthinefs, then felt as 
if they had any thing to plead but pure mercy. All 
their felf-exalting fchemes, founded upon their fuppofed 
covenant relation to God, at once difappeared, and thofc 
things which before they had reckoned upon as enti- 
tling them to divine favour, they counted but dung, that 
they might win Chrift. 

The following, founds very different to us, from the 
flyle of the New-Teftament writers, viz. Conditional 
promifes to parents, by which their children may or may 
not become " fubjefts of grace." (page 38.) " Grace 
ib kindly offered to us for our children." (page 77.) 
And " grace offered for the fpiritual renovation of the 
feed of the church." (page 79.) This language is about 
as unintelligible to a Baptift, as that was to Nehemiah, 
which was fpoken by the children of thofe Jews who 
had married wives of Aihdod, &c.f We hence leave it 
to thofe who can better underftand it $ and proceed to 
his next charge. 

6. i( The great body of God's vifible profefling peo- 
ple, even the most enlightent.o, and the most 
faithful, for hundreds of years, th-jy utterly fetafide, 

• Phil iii. 4, 5, 7* *• * ^ -V.tv\ -x\v tavy. t. v ^ V 
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ks conftituting nt> part of the true church of Chrift, but 
only a part of Antichrift." 

We very much regret, that Mr, Worcefter fhould 
throw out fuch an unqualified charge, without produ- 
cing a fcrap of proof to fupport it. Can we fuppofe, that 
he ferioufly believed this to be the fentiment of the 
Baptifts in general ? If fo, we fliall ftill regret, that he 
lias undertaken to reprefent to the world, or rather 
to mifreprefent the fentiments of a people, which he 
knows fo little about. 

Could any thing, be produced from the writings of 
an individual, which might feem to bear hard upon the 
vifibility of the Paedobaptift churches, this alone would 
Hot prove it to be the general fentiment of the denom- 
ination. Do not the printed works of the Baptifts, 
from time immemorial, abundantly {how that they hold 
no fuch fentiment ? 

The writer of thefe flieets thinks it incumbent on. 
himfelf, in this place to declare, that as far as he has 
been able to underftand the fentiments of his own de- 
nomination, both in Europe and America, they never 
have denied that Paedobaptifts were vifible Chriftians ; 
that a number of them united together, may be con- 
fidered as a vifible church ; and that a minifler regu- 
larly placed over them, may be a vifible minifter of 
Chrift* Yet they confider them, individually and unit- 
edly, in an error with refpeft to baptifm. : that fo far 
as their vifibility depends on baptifm, fo far it is defect- 
ive. We think we can fay, in the fincerity of our 
hearts, that we unfeignedlyiove our Pfedobaptift breth- 
ren, who appear to walk in the fpirit of the gofpel ; 
and are determined to treat them as Chriftians ; but 
as .Chriftians- whom we view in an error, as expreffed 
above, notwithftanding the hard things they are faying; 
•f ns. If Mr. Worcefter can make out, that our deny- 
ing the validity of their baptifm, is denying that they 
make any " part of the true church, but only a part of 
Jjtiatichrift," then his affertion may be true, and not 
jjgherwife. The fuppofition, however, is too 3&&K& \x* 
%t admitted; for it would bring us to t\i\s cowc\vx^Q\x^ 
that baptifm conftituted the true churdv st CJox&> 

cq 2 
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then confequently nothing more would be neccffary 
to make men true Chriftians, but to be rightly baptized. 

f>. The author of the difcourfes lias charged, the 
Anabuptifts* with " placing inch ftrefs upon baptifm in 
their mode, as to make it the fubjeft on which to dif- 
play their greatejl zeal; thus making people. believe,* in too 
many inftances, that going into the water will anfwer 
all the purpofes of their prefent comfort and of their 
eternal faivation." (Note, page 73.) 

Can Mr. Worcefter lay his hand upon his heart, and 
folemnly declare, that he believes the above charge to 
be true ? If he believes it, he believes it becaufe he has 
evidence of its truth ; for he is certainly a rational 
man, and no rational man will believe without evidence. 
If he has evidence, he certainly can exhibit it to the 
public. And that we may be either proved guilty, or 
elfe honourably acquitted, we call upon him as a gentle- 
man, as a man of honour, as a Chriftian, as a Chriftian 
minifter, to bring forward the proof, that we " difplay 
our greateft zeal in making people believe, that going 
into the water will anfwer all the purpofes of their pref- 
ent comfort and of their future falvation." 

If it could be fairly proved, that any minifter who 
bears the name of a Baptift, had fo far departed from 
our known and avowed fentiments, as to teach in the 
manner ftated in the charge, he would, on being con- 
victed, be immediately rejected from our connexion. 
It is notorious to all who have the leaft knowledge of 
our fentiments, that we baptize only upon a profefflon of 
faith. That is, fuch perfons only as in a judgment of 
charity are thought to be experimental Chriftians. 

* The term Anabaptift, has by common confeiit been permitted to re- 
pofc for about half a century. During this period, our opponents have 
generally been content to call us Baptifts : but Mr. Worcefter thinks it 
not fufBciently defcriptive ; for he fays, *• We are all Baptifts," and h*;ucc 
concludes, as we re-baptize (as he calls it) fuch as they have fprinkled in 
infancy, Anabaptift is the moil proper term of djftin&ion. (See his note, 
page 66.) A gentleman in Connecticut, who has lately publifhed a laige 
pamphlet on the fubjecl of baptilm, &c feems not content witii any 
names they have hitherto given us. He cboofes to diftinguifh us by 
the term Dipping Baptifts, and Duck-dipping Baptifts, and I know not 
how many more names. After all, it will be remembered, that hard 
maroes, and hud axgiu&c&ts, arc very different things* 
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Should any defire to be baptized upon the principle 
laid down in the charge, it would in our opinion prove 
them totally unqualified for the ordinance. The pub- 
lic have the charge before them, but candour requires 
that they fliould fufpend their opinion until proof is 
exhibited to fubftantiate it. Mere vague report, or even 
feme folitary inftances of real imprudence, if fuch could 
be found, would not be deemed fuflicient to fix a charge 
generally upon the whole denomination. Permit us to 
a(k, Do we preach more frequently upon baptifm in 
our mode, than Pacdobaptifts do upon the fame fubject 
in theirs ? Do we write and publifh more books in 
defence of our fentiments than they do of theirs I Fac~ts> 
fpeak fo plainly to the contrary, that we think no one 
will aflert it. Do we " place" i'uch a ftrefs upon bap- 
tifm in our mode," as to adminifter the ordinance to 
any who cannot give a fatisfactory and lcriptural reafon 
of their hope ? We certainly do not. The minifters 
of our denomination, perhaps all of them, have frequent 
applications for baptifm by pcrfons who are otherwife 
decent, but not being able to give evidence of a change 
of heart, they are denied. How then does it appear 
that we are guilty of " making people believe, in too 
many inftances, that going into the water will anfwer 
all the purpofes of their prefent comfort and eternal 
falvation ?" It does not appear at all, at leaft from any 
thing known to us. On the whole, the charge before 
us has an afpeft fo perfectly refembling what the fcrip- 
tures call Jlandcr, that if it had come from almoft any 
other quarter befides from the Rev. Mr. Worcefter> we 
fliould have been liable to have miftaken it for that 
deteftable vice. 

7. The next thing which we fhall notice, is a charge 
againft us of " delufion and fuperftition," on the ac- 
count of our pretending to follow Chrift into the water. 
(See note, page 71.) 

This charge is indeed in the form of a queftion ; but 
it" is evidently intended to aflert what it ieems . to in- 
quire after. ' It is ftated thus : " Does not the idea, 
then, of following Chrift into the water, which has 
unhappily fo powerful an effect upon many minds, par- 
take very much of the nature of dthtfon and fu$trfo'm\V* 
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Th't the rn2zr z'.iv belter underltarid 
tti't :rg-.:-ia:. we ohilwe, that the objec 
from w:jka the alrove ;s extracted, is to 
the evidence jri:i:ig in favour of iimnerfion 
bjpritia j or to prove that John's b-.rttifm w 
tisn bapruhi ; therefore, as Chrift was bap 
it was •• no example for ChriiHans." 

" ChriiVs bapiifai," faith, ho, " was defig 
to introduce him into his prieitly office, 
the law of Molds, under which he commei 
iftry, and which it behoved him to fulfil." 
fentimenr was made the theme of a fin: 
publitlied tbme rears ago by Meflrs. Fift 
entitled, "The baptiim of Jefui Chrift n 
ttted by Chriftians." We have noticed 
to the fame import is the writings of i 
Pxdobap tills. 

The author before as continues his arg 
"There is no evidence that Chrift was bi 
water ; r.nd even i!" lie were, his haptifm w 
port very dldvrsr.t from ta=t of the baptif 
afterwards inin:u:ed for his followers. Ai 
into the water, under the idea of following 
his prieftly office? Oi.ght we to call this 
jiiptrfiitkn, or ought we to call It the height 

The reader will here obferve, that th 
denies that ChriiVs baptifm would be an 
believers, if it could be proved beyond a d 
were immerfed by John, in Jordan. The r 
ed, is, " his haptifm was of a different impt 
which he inftituted for lii&filhwtrs." So it 
he d'd not intend bhftt'murt fhould /ti/Zsu 
not every other ait of ChriiVs life, after hi 
his public work, as really of a " different in 
(he work afligned us, as his baptilm ? If 
then are we to follow him ? 

Our Paidcbaptift brethren argue their mo 
ling from the fprinklings under the law. 
doubt, weredMUfcty of the fame impart oi 
tifm : no' ^li in tracing a complete 
here, thc^ uwinkling were only o 

sjjiet ! L *Ut of following Chi 
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water, fo as to have our bapiifm refemble his, we are 
chargeable with the " height of impiety !" 

We will now confider the arguments by which this 
charge is fupported. It is faid that " Chrift's baptifm 
was defigned regularly to introduce him into his prieftly 
office, according to the law of Mofes." Hence this 
conclufion is drawn, that for any to pretend to imitate 
him in his baptifm, muft be a facrilegious intrullon upon 
his prieftly office. 

But the fentiment ftated above labours under feveral 
important difficulties : a few of them will be briefly 
noticed. 

1 By the law of Mofes, no Jlranger who was not of 
the feed of Aaron, might come near to offer incenfe on 
pain of death.* Every thing which pertained to the 
fervice of the tabernacle was committed to the Levites, 
and the Jlranger that mould dare to come nigh was to 
be put to death.\ By the ftranger here, we are not to 
underftand the Gentiles, but any of the other tribes. 
As the tribe of Levi was felected for all the outward 
fervice of the tabernacle, fo the priefthood was exclu- 
fively given to the houfe of Aaron. How then, we 
aik, could lefus Chrift be baptized, to introduce him 
" regularly into his prieftly office, according to the law 
of Mofes," when by that very law he could not be a 
pritft ? 

2. If Jefus had been of the tribe of Levi, and of the 
family of Aaron, his baptifm by" John in Jordan could 
not have " regularly introduced him into his prieftly 
office, according to the law of Mofes ; ?l for it did not 
correspond at all with that law, refpe&ing a regular in- 
duction into the prieft's office. The form of induction, 
as prefcribed by Mofes, is as follows : — And this is the 
thing that thou Jhalt do unto than, to hallow them, to miu- 
ifttr unto me in the prie/ls' office. Take one young bullock^ 
and two rams without blemijh * and unleavened bread, &c. 
And Aaron and his Jons thou Jhalt bring unto the door of the 
tabernacle of the congirgation> and Jhalt wjh them with 
fuatet* 9 &c. After this they were to be adorned with 
iply garments, the bullock and the rams to be facrU 

* Wufnb. xvi. 4a f i 51% 
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flced, and Aaron and his fons fprinkled with the blood. 
This account may be feen at large in the twenty-ninth 
chapter of Exodus, which the reader is defired to com- 
pare with the baptifm of Jefus by John in Jordan ; and 
then let him afk himfclf, whetlier he can poffibly believe 
that the latter was intended "regularly to introduce 
him into his prieftly office, according to the law of 
Mofes." Had John attempted to have wafhed Jefus at 
the door of the tabernacle, with a view to indue! him 
into the prieft's office, it is probable the whole nation 
would have rifen up againft them : for they were fo 
zealous of the law of Moles, that Mr. Edwards tells us, 
u they would wrangle for a rite, quarrel for a faft, and 
nlmoft fight for a new-moon." 

3. Another iniuperable difficulty, which attends Mr. 
Worcefter's explanation of the baptifm of Chrift, is, he 
was not made a prieft after the law of a carnal command- 
ment, but after the power of an endlefs life.* He not only 
fcrtained to another tribe, of which no man gave attendance 
at the altar , but was a prieft of an order every way tlit 
tinft from the order of Aaron, or any thing prefcribed 
by the law of Mofes. By the oath of God, Chrift was 
made a prieft after the order of Melchizedec.f Let it be 
fairly proved, that Melchizedec's order of priefthood 
required that Jefus fhould be baptized in Jordan, and 
we will acknowledge the argument to be in point. But 
even to admit this, would eftablifh another interefting 
idea, i. e. that Melchrzedec was alfo a B&ptift ! 

From the preceding remarks it appears that Mr, 
Worcefter's affertion, that " the baptifm of Chrift was 
regularly to introduce him into his prieftly office," is. 
not only without foundation, but we conceive utterly 
incrpablc of proof. If the law of Mofes limited the 
priefthood to the tribe of Levi ; then Jefus, who was. 
of the tribe of Judah, could not by that law be regular* 
ly introduced into the prieiVs office. And if by divine 
appointment the perfons legally qualified to be inducV 
ed into the prieft's; office, were to be wet/hed at the 
dror :f the tahernjcf* — t\;thcd ui/h Icfy garment* — and 
fcrinL'id with bhed, then the baptifm o£ Jefus in Jordan* 
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is it differed from every thing prefcribed by the law of 
Mofes, cannot be confidered as anfwering any require- 
ment of that law. And if Chrift were a prieft after 
the order of Melchizedec, then the law of Mofes re- 
fpefting the Aaronic priefthood, had nothing to do 
with his induction into his prieftly office.* 

Is it not aftoni thing that men who have the Bible in 
their hands, can reafon at fuch a rate \ and, with " an 
affurance peculiar to themfelves," aflTert, that " the bap* 
tifm of Chrift is not to be imitated by Chriftians •," but 
was " intended to introduce him into his prieftly of- 
fice ;" therefore td pretend to follow him into the water, 
muft be u delufion and fuperftition," if not the very 
« height of impiety ? n 

What effedt Mr. Worcefter*s alarming charge of 
" delufion and fuperftition," may have on fuch of his 
brethren as are diflatisfied with their infant baptifm, 
and who have almoft determined to follow Chrift in his 
holy ordinances, we know not. It is poftible that it 
may deter them from their duty a little longer, but we 
think in the end, they muft fee, that all his « exhibi- 
tion of fcripture argument," amounts to nothing more 
than a bold afiertion. If there be any law of Moles, that 
required Jefus to be baptized in Jordan, we fhall thank 
Mr. Worcefter to point it out to us ; for we cannot 
find it in our Bibles. If no fuch law ever exifted, we 

* Great as Abraham the patriarch and father of the Jewifh church 
toss, the priefthood of Chrift is reckoned after the order of one who 
Was faid to be greater than him. (Heb. vih 7.) As Melchizedec 
brought forth bread und ivlne to Abraham, when he was returning from- 
thc {laughter of the kings aud blefled him ; fo Chrift inftitutcd bread 
mnd wine as the fymbbls by which his death fhould be eommem orated 
to the end of time. This, and his offering of hiinfelf urion the tree of 
the crofs, were a&s which particularly diftinguiihed the prieftly office 
0/ Chrift* We have no account of his ever officiating as a prieft in the 
temple. He prefented . neither blood nor incenfe, befides his own. 
for if be xvere on earth % laid the apoftle, be Jbould riot be a ptieft-, feeing 
that there art friefls tbet offer gifts according to the laiv.f Therefore 
Chrift, as the great Apoftle and High Prieft of our profefiion, when 
he had made this one. offering for fin, did not enter into the holy place 
taiadfi with hands, but into heaven itfelf, by his own blood, and nonr. 
■ppcasi in the prefence of God for us. 

f Heb. till 4. 
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mud conclude the baptifm of Chrift had fome other 
meaning. 

The reader will compare the obfervations we ha?e 
made, with thofe parts of the facred fcriptures to which 
they refer ; particularly to Paul's account of the pfiefc- 
hood of Jefus Chrift, in his epiftle to the Hebrews. If 
this examination be made by an honed mind, aided by the 
enlightening influences of the Spirit of truth, we have 
no doubt but all his fears of its being mere c * delufion 
and fuperftition," to follow the biefled Saviour in his 
baptifmal example, will inftantly vanith away. He will 
with grateful and adoring views of the condefcenfion of 
the Son of God, mod cheerfully follow him into his 
watery grave, and be buried with him in baptifm^ in the 
full and firm hope of rifing U walk with him in nevmefi 

tfi.fi.. 

If the author before ui intended to fi* his charge 
of delufion^ fupetjlitiotiy and impiety only on fuch as 
mean by following Chrift into the water, to " follow 
him in his pricftly office," it will implicate none of the 
Baptifts : for we prefume none of them ever believed ' 
him to be baptized for that purpofe. None but Piedo- 
baptifts, who cautioitily ihun the awful delufion of " imi- 
tating Chrift in his baptifm," believe any fuch thing. 
There mutt be a greater difplay of " icripture argument* 
than we have ever yet feen, to convince us that Chrift 
was immerfed bv John to fulfil the law of Mofes. 

It is plain to be lien, how much Mr. Worcefter re* 
grets, that the idea of " following Chrift into the wa- 
ter, which he fays has unhappily fo powerful an effect 
upon many minds," ihoiild after all be left in the hands 
of the Baptifts, to be ufed as a " fort of popular charm," 
to get people into the water. That it has a very " pow- 
erful effect" upon a heaven*born foul, we have no 
doubt; but we never before heard that it was an "un- 
happy " effect. If thofe who have felt its influence are 
the proper judges, the evidence will certainly be turned 
agamlt him. On the whole, we fee nothing which bids 
fairer to come under the denomination of « delufion," 
than to be left to beVieve, tY^x. CVk\& did not intend his 
taptifm Jhould be imitated by h\s followers • Tm ^«*\ 

bouilcd thai tf— wr *e uotCW\K^\ixm^^%^Kv^' 
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md fome Paedobaptifb feem to exult that they are not 
(b deluded as to follow him into the water, to imitate 
his baptifmal example. We envy not their happinefs, 
but we freely confefs, we afpire after the felicity of 
thole of whom it will one day be faid, Thefe are they 
which follow THE Lamb whitherfoever he goeth,* 

There -are many other things in the difcourfes which 
have been the fubject of thefe animadverfions, which 
we confider as highly reprehenfible, but our limits for- 
bid that we (hould enlarge. A few things, which re- 
fpect the mode of baptifm, wiHP probably be noticed 
in our next feftion. Mr. Edwards propofed a fliort 
method with the Baptifts, but Mr. Worcefter has taken 
a ftill (horter ; for while the former attempted to run 
down one or two of their main arguments, the latter 
has only to declare that they do not " touch the point,* 
and thebufinefs is done. His words are, "The argu- 
ments mod in ufe among the Antipacdobaptifts, and of 
the greateft efficacy, as a fort of popular charm, do not 
touch the points of real difference between us and 
them." (Note, page 58.) If the " real points of differ- 
ence have not been touched," in the preceding fheets, 
we fhall only have to regret our inability to difcern 
them. Our objett has been to " touch " them fo as to 
be felt, yet in a refpeftful candid manner 5 whether we 
have failed in the attempt an impartial public will judge. 
Confcious of having directed our arguments to the " real 
points of difference," it would give us little pain fhould 
any gentleman mode/fly declare them nothing more than 
« a popular charm." We pray God to fucceed them, 
for the removal of real differences between good men. 



SECTION VII. 

StricJures on the Obfervatiom of the Rev. Mr. Worcefter % 
Dr. Of goody and others , upon the MODE of Baptifm. 

IT is extremely difficult to write or tytak&> 
as not to be cen fared by thofe who are dvfcpofcA \o cvtiS*. 
"U '/our fentiments are confident," ivj out <^oxv*Tte< 

* Rer. xIf, 4. 
D d 
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why do you talk about the mode of baptiftn ? Immer- 
fion and baptifm muit be fynonymous terms with you." 
They are indeed fo with us, and when we talk or write 
to thole of our own denomination, we ufe them in this 
fenfe. But, fays another, « the difpute is not about 
baptifm itfelf, but only about a mere mode of baptifm." 
Very well •, let it be mode, if we can only underftand 
one another. We fhall therefore ufe the term mode> 
not meaning by it to concede that there are different 
modes equally valid, but as being beft adapted to explain 
the different views of the two denominations. " The 
queftion," faith Mr. Worceftcr, " properly between us, 
is not this, Whether any were baptized in the days of 
Chrift and his apoftlesby immerfion or dipping ; but it 
is precifely this, Whether immerfion or dipping be the 
only valid mode of baptifm." (Note, page 73.) 

If Mr. Worcefter himfelf can " touch the points of 
real difference between us and them," and this is an 
accurate ftatement of one of them, it will narrow the 
ground of controverfy con fider ably. By this ftatement 
it will be feen, that if it be not a queftion between us 
and them, " whether fome were baptized in the days 
of Chrift and his apoftles by immerfion," then it »')uft 
be a conceded point that there were fome immei;ld at 
that period. And if it be not a queftion, whether mi- 
ni erilon or dipping be a valid mode of baptifm, hut 
whether it be the " only valid mrcle," then immerfion 
is unqueftionably a valid mode. The " point of differ- 
ence" is here i'o nicely "touched," as to leave our 
practice on the firm bafis of apoftolic authority. Let 
the author before us prove fprinkliug to be equally 
valid, and there will be no queftion about that : it will 
then be acknowledged by us as well as them, that both 
are valid. 

That immerfion is an apoftolic valid mode, is as capa- 
ble of proof as any other event placed at that diftance. 
But it may be aiked, How is it to be proved ? We 
antwer, 1ft,- from a fair and candid conftruclion of 
fcripture teftimony refpedting the ordinance ; 2d, from 
the moft authentic ecclefiaftical hiftory ; and 3d, we 
alfo prove it from the full and fair concefhons of many 
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of the moft learned and pious Paedobaptifts them- 
felves.* 

After furnifliing all this kind of proof, in the moft 
ample and plenary manner, our opponents in lift that 
we muft alfo difprove their mode. We can fee no pro- 
priety in fuch a demand, nor rt.all we undertake it, any 
further than the proving our own will difprove theirs. 
If they practife fprinkling for baptifm, they certainly 
ought to exhibit proof of its validity. 

Mr. Worcefter charges the author of the Seven Ser- 
mons on the fubjects and mode of baptifm, that " he 
Mfftrts much and proves little." We think that fume of 
his own affertions would have c/rried quite as much 
conviction, if they had been fupported by a little more 
proof. His fifth inference labours for the want of proof. 
It is ftated as follows : " It may be inferred from our 
fubject, that fprinkling or affufion is a valid and fcrip- 
tural mode of baptifm." (page 64.)' But from what is 
this inference drawn ? Not from any direct fcripture 
teflimony, for the fcriptures are wholly " iilent."f Not 
from any authentic hiftory, " becaufe there is nothing 
directly on the fubject, either for or againft infant bap- 
tifm, in the fragments which have come down to us of 
the writings of the firft century.":): It muft therefore 
reft on the following circumftances : That a church was 
conftituted in the family of Abraham ; that circumciiion 
was a feal or token of memberfhip in that church \ 
that the fame church has been continued under the 
gofpel difpenfation, and for ages has been cxclufively 
among the Paedobaptifts ; that God has owned them as 
his church ; and they have always practifed iprinkling 
or affufion ; therefore, " fprinkling or alfuilon is a valid 
and fcriptural mode of baptifm " If the inference has 
any thing better than the above to fupport it, we very 
much miftake. As a fpecimen of Mr. Wore fter's rea- 
foning in fupport of the inference, the reader will take 
the following : " But if there have been, in every peri- 
od, a true church in the world 5 then there have been, 
in every period, cflentially correct views of the facra- 

• See Part II. Sed. iv, and v. 
f Mr. P. Edwards, \ Mr. Worceftcr, t\cfte,^r<& feo% 
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ments and feals of the church. In particular, fince the 
alteration of the firft feal, there muft have been effen- 
tially correct views of baptifm : for it were do lcfs 
abfurd in itfelf, than incompatible with the purpofes 
and promifes of God, to fuppofe that at any period a 
true church has exifted without efientially correft views 
of the firft facrament and fcal. w 

t€ It is, however, (continues the author) a well Alp- 
ported fact, that in the firft ages of Chriftianity, and 
for abcut twelve or fifteen hundred years, baptifm by 
fpr inkling or affnfion was univerfally allowed to be 
fcriptural and valid. Even thofe who in ordinary cafes 
baptizid by immerfiony did not deny, but admitted, the 
validity of baptifm by fprinkling or aiFuiion." (page 
64-, 65.) 

The reader will here notice another full and fair 
concetfion — that the manner of baptizing was in ordi- 
nary cafes by immersion. This is an undoubted fact: 
but that fprinkling, during the apoftolic age, and for 
two centuries after, was allowed to be fcriptural^ or,i 
properly fpcaking, valid y we fhall not believe without 
proof. Eufebius, about the middle of the third century, 
gives us the following account of Nova/us : « He fell 
into a grievous diftemper, and it being fuppofed that 
he would die immifiiately, he received baptifm (being 
befprinklcd with water) on the bed whereon lie lay, if 
that can be called baptifm."* If fprinkling were con* 
fidered equally valid as immerfion, why fhould this- 
ancient father make the above exception ? If equally 
valid, why fhould the Ncocafarian Council declare fuch 
perfons incapable of being admitted to the degree of 
prefbyters in the church ?f We have never yet feen 
any fair proof that fprinkling was in any in fiance ad- 
mitted in the apoftolic age. But after infpiration had 
ceafed, and men began to mix their own inventions 
with the pure doctrine of Chrift, and had concluded 
that baptifm was effential to falvation, cafes frequently 
occurred which they called cafes of twctjjlty ; that is, 
where perfons were lick and in danger of dying. Thefe 
were, we acknowledge, in fome inftances fprinkled: 

* fee Part II. pajr 95. t Dr - CaTC » P a £ e i 9^- 
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but this fprinkling was almoft as different from that 
which is now in uie as immerfion itfelf. It was' not a 
few drops of water put on the face only, but the per- 
fons were fprinkled from head to foot.* It was an 
entire "wetting, like what is faid of Nebuchadnezzar, 
who was wet with the dew of heaven. This wetting 
of the perfon all over by fprinkling, though it were not 
an immerfion, it approximated to it ; and even this was 
admitted only in cafes of imperious neceflity. Dr. Cave 
thus remarks upon it : " This was accounted a 'lefs 
folemh and perfeEi kind df baptifm, partly becaufe it was 
done not by immerfion, but by fprinkling ; partly becaufe 
perfons were fuppofed at fuch a time to defire it, chiefly 
out of fear of death."f The Doctor further adds, " The 
place where this folemn action was performed, was at 
firft unlimited. Any place where there was water, as 
Juftin Martyr tell us, in ponds and lakes ; at Jprings or 
rivers, as Tertullian fpeaks Afterwards they had their 
{baptijlerio) fonts built, at firft near the church, then in 
the church-porch, to reprefent baptifm as being the 
entrance into the myftical church.":): Thefe, he in- 
forms us, were ufually very large and capacious, fo 
" that they might comport with the general cuftoms of 
thofe times, of perfons baptized being immerfed or put 
under water." 

Two things are clearly demonftrated by the above 
quotations. Firft, That 'vnmerfion, during the firft 
centuries, was confidered as the only fcripturai bap- 
tifm. Second, That fprinkling was admitted only in 
cafes of fuppofed neceflity, and then confidered as a 
•kind of imperfeB baptifm. This proves that it was a 
mere human invention, a departure from the inftitutetl 
mode ; for if it had been fanclioned by apoftolic au- 
thority, it muft luve been confidered equally valid as 
immerfion, In fact, there can be no fair reafon afflgned 
why they fliould immerfe in ordinary cafes, or even at 
all, had they viewed fprinkling equally valid. 

" It is, however, a well fupported fact" faith Mr. 
Worcefter, " that in the firft ages of Chriftianity, arid 

• See Dr. Witfius on the Covenants, Vol. III. 

f Prim. Chriftianitr, page 196. \ Ibid, page if 8, 199. 
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for about twelve or fifteen hundred years, baptifm by 
fprinkling or affufion was univerfally allowed to be 
fcriptural and valid." By whom is this " fact fupport- 
ed ?" Certainly not by Eufebius and Socrate3 •,* not by 
Cave,f Wail.:!: Mofheim,§ nor Robinfon.y Thefe ail 
fupport exactly the contrary 5 that immerfion was the 
divinely appointed mode, and that fprinkling, for the 
fake of conveniency or neceffity, without divine author- 
ity, was adopted in its room. In proof of this, we add 
the following : " There has/' fays Dr. Wall, "no nov- 
elty or alteration, that I know of, in point of baptifm, 
been brought into our church, but in the way or manner 
of adminiftering it. The way that is now ordinarily 

Ufed, WE CANNOT DENY TO HAVE BEEN A NOVELTY, 

brought into the church by thofe who learned it in 
Germany or at Geneva." fl This honeft confeffion, 
with what we have quoted from Eufebius and Cave, 
militates exceedingly with Mr. Worcefter's " well fup- 
ported facV' of the fcriptural validity of fprinkling. 

After fpending a number of pages, in attempting to 
prove the validity of fprinkling from the practice of 
the Pacdobaptift churches, without producing the leaft 
fcripture authority^ Mr* Worcefter adds, " The fair and 
invincible concluiion then is, that fprinkling or affufion, 
the mode of baptifm pradYifed in thefe churches, is 
fcriptural and valid." On what does this invincible con- 
cluiion reft ? Why truly, on this, That the Pxdobap- 
tifts, who are God's true church in an exciufive fenfe, 
have for centuries pra&ifed fprinkling in the room of 
immerfion, therefore it muft be " fcriptural and valid." 
The author does not pretend to have proved it from 
the Bible, but informs us " there is nothing in the 
fcriptures againft it, but much, as might be fliewn did 
time permit, in favour of it." (page 69.) What a pity 
it is that he had not fpared fome of his time fpent in 
invectives againft the Baptifts, aixl proved this important 
•yoint. If it had been of no fervice to us, it might have 
helped fome of his wavering brethren, who we conceive 

* Eccl Hia. f Prim - Chrif - i Hift ' lnfank ^P- 

$ Eccl. Hid. I Hift. Bap. and Eccl. Refcarche* 

1 Defence of Hift. Infant Bap. p. 14*. 
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muft be more perplexed than ever, from the confufed 
contradictory account he has given of the ordinance. 

' Mr. Worcefter has conceded, not only implicitly, but 
in direct terms, that immerfion was the ancient ordinary 
mode : yea, that it was practifed in the days of Chrift 
and his apoftles j and after all denied that there is any 
proof of it. We will place his obfervations before the 
reader, and leave him to make his own comments. 

Speaking of baptifm in the " firft ages of Chriftiani- 
ty," he fays, « Even thoie who in ordinary cafes baptized 
by irnmer/ron, did not deny, but admitted the validity of 
baptifm by fprinkling or affufion." (page 64, 65.) 
Again, " The queftion properly between us is net this, 
Whether ant were baptized in the days of Christ 

AND HIS APOSTLES BT IMMERSION OR DIPPING \ but 

it is precifely this, Whether immerlion or dipping 
be the only valid mode of baptifm ? (Note, page 73.) 
He quotes the following fix>m Dr. Wall : "The 
ancient Chriftians, when they were baptized by immer- 
sion, were all baptized naked, &c." " It is a clear cafe," 
fays the author, "that when they were baptized by im- 
mersion, they were immerfed three times, &c." (Note 
page 74.) Theie are fome of the conceftions in the 
difcourfes before us. The following appear to us like 
contradictions. " We have (faith the author) no evi- 
dence in the fcriptures, that in the days of Chrift and 
his apoftles, any per/on was baptized by immersion/' (page 
69.) " Could it even be proved, as'however it cannot 
be, that fome were baptized in the apoftles* days by immer- 
sion, it would avail nothing again ft our practice, unlefs 
it could be proved that none were baptized in any other 
way." (Note, page 73.) 

It is thought that Mr. Worcefter has fallen into the 
fame iriconfiftencies in defending his own practice as in 
oppofing ours. The following is a fpecimen : " As 
there was (faith he) no difpute about baptifm in the 
firft ages of Chriftianity, it ihould not be expected that 
much would be found particularly on the fubjedt, in 
the writings of thofe ages. But becauie there is no- 
thing directly on the subject either for or 
against infant baptism, in the fragments which have 
come down to us of the writings of the firft century, 
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the Antipaedobaptifb, with an aflurance peculiar to thetn- 
felves, have undertaken to ajftrt, not to prove> that 
during the firft century, infant baptifm was not praclifed 
in the church." (Note, page 60.) After thus acknowl- 
edging that in the writings of the firft century there is 
nothing dire&ly " either for or againft infant baptifm," 
he goes on to lay, that " in the writings of C!emanus>Ro- 
manuSy and Hermes Pa/lor^ both cotemporaries with the 
apoftles, paffages are extant, which by fair implication^ 
prove the practice of infant baptifm in their day."* 

* There is an ingenious obfcurity in the manner of Mr. Worcefter's 
quoting thefe ancient writers. Had we no other means of afccrtain- 
ing the time when they lived and wrote, hut the flatement in the rote 
before us, it would not be very eafy to determine in what century they 
lived. An incautious reader might fuppofe that they all lived in or near 
the hrll century ; whereas the fad: is, they extend through four t»r ave# 
" Tertullian," lays the author before us, " was about n years old when 
Poly carp died" But how are we to know when Polycarp dial? 
Again, " Cyprian, biflicp of Carthage, who filtered martyrdom for the 
Chiriftian faith, only about five years from the death of Origen *' Ah, 
indeed, it is pidumcd thvt every one knofcs when Origin died ! But 
wh't of Cyp/ian ? Why, he '• was prefiticnt of a council which con- 
lifted of fixty-f:x bifhops or payors of churches, and which delivered an 
unai.imous opinion that «he baptifm of infants was not to be deferred 
(as ionic had fa* pofed it fhould be) until the eighth day, but might be 
given therit at any tim.-» before " But when was this council held I 
Why, fome time in the life of Cyprian, and h« iuifjred martyrdom on- 
ly five years after th .* death nf Crimen. Now who could tell by all 
this whether this council was heid in the firft, fecoud or third century ^ 
But what does the r^iult of it prove, with refpecT; to infant baptifm** 
bei::g an apofcolic practice ? jvoching at all, we conceive, but much to 
the contiary. Th-.* fa<St is, this council was in the year 256. The 
occafion was, a country bifhop by the name of FiJus could not deter- 
mine by his Bible, nor by any ufage of the church, whether new born 
infant, might be baptized, or whether it mull I e deferred until the 
eighth day. He applied to Cyprian, hut he had no rule by which to 
determine the quel*; :t, until it was fettled by the opinion of the above 
council. If it hud been the confront practice of the whole Chriflian 
church from the liul kiftitution of baptifm, which was now more than 
aoo years, to b?p«.i.-e infants, would fuch an important circumftacce 
have been unnoticed >H this time ? It is ahfolutely inci edible. 

To the 1 above ?cc -::?t the author adds, " Gregory Nazianzen, Bafd, 

An&broL*, ChryfofV:*. \ and Jerome, all of whom flouriflicd within 

about a h»jnrir<-d vc:t» <-f Origen and Cyprian, are all explicit on the 

fuVijedi ; explain th.- v'.o!':gn of infant baptifm, &c," (Note, page 60.) 

The above puntiored all lived in tne fourth century, and one or more 

. of them in the .beginning of the fifth As thefe are faid to be tt explicit 

on zh# itibj^ct, and to explain the defign of vafaut baptifm ;" we think 

k v :uld prat'fy our readers, to "know v\\*.t t\vc defon cjIylvj^v ^<t 

will give them the opinion oi the fcrfc oi* tY«m. Qt*v*lA *& ^»wA. 
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What a happy knaek fome men have at proving their 
point. When all other evidence fails, they can prove 
it completely by implication ; and even from writings 
too, which fay " nothing dire&ly on the fubject, either 
for or again ft it." W« regret exceedingly, however, 
that thofe " paflages " which prove infant baptifm by 
fair implication, had not been fet down, fo that wc might 
have judged of the evidence for ourfelves. Or had the 
author only favoured us with correft references to the 
book and page, it is more than probable that fome might 
have taken the liberty to have examined the originals 
for themfelves. However, it is beft to proceed cau»- 
tioufly : there might be fome danger apprehended from 
this ; for " of late (fays he) one can hardly meet with 
an Amipsedobaptift, who is not prepared to talk fo 
fluently and learnedly of the meaning of Greek and 
Latin words, as almoft to amaze one ! ! " Had fuch 
references been made, it is poflible that fome of this 
evidence by implication mi^ht have been difputed. 

Several other writers of the two firft centuries are 
mentioned ; but none of them as giving explicit evi- 
dence in favour of infant baptifm, till we come to Ori- 
gen, towards the middle of the third century. We are 
willing that the teftimony of Origen fiiould have its 
proper weight; but we are perfuaded, that fuch as 
know his true character, as it ftands on the page of 
hiilory, will attach very little confidence to what he has 
faid on this point. The following is quoted from him 
by Dr. Moiheim : " The fcriptures are of little ufe to 
thofe who underftand them as they are written." To 

in his fortieth Oration in the year;. 38 r. "But, fay fome, what it 
your opinion of infants, who are not 'capable of judging either of the 
gtace of baptifm, or of the damage fufhtined by the want of it ; fhall 
We baptize them too ? By all means, if there be any apparent danger. 
For it were better that they were fan&ificJ ivitbout ibeir hnoxvirg it y 
than that they fbould die without being iealed and initiated. As for 
others, I give my opinion, that when they are three years of age, or 
thereabouts (for thea they are able to hear and anfwer fome of the 
rnyftical words, and although they do not fully underftand, they may re- 
ceive impreffions) they may be fandified both foul and body by the 
great myftery of initiation." (Greg. Naz. Orat. xL in Robinfon.) 
What wonderful children, to underftand fuch profound myftcries at three 
years old ! And what an amazing efied this buunefs of initiathn had, 
co fanctify them throughout in foul and body. 
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which the Do&or adds this obfervation : " He could not 
find in the Bible the opinions he had adopted, as long 
as he interpreted that facred book according to its literal 
fenfe."* It is of lhtle confequence in this difpute, to 
know that men in the third and fourth centuries ap- 
proved and practifed infant baptifm. Nor do we con- 
ceive that the " impregnable teftimony " of Pelagius, 
(a man condemned by all the ancient fathers as a her- 
etic) adds any ftrength to Mr. Worcefter's argument. 

Another argument in favour of fprinkling, and againft 
immerflon, which makes a confiderable figure in thefe 
difcourfes, and in the writings of fome others, is, that 
fprinkling is the mojl eafy and convenient mode, " Of the 
feveral accounts of baptifms recorded in the fcriptures, 
I think (fays Mr. Worcefter) it will appear that thofe 
baptifms were performed in the moft eafy and convenient 
mode." (page 70.) He fuppofes that when John's can- 
didates were " affembled upon the banks of the Jordan, 
the moft convenient way would be for them to go down 
to the brink of the water, and there be baptized by 
affufion or fprinkling." " On the day of pentecoft) (he 
adds) when three thoufands were baptized in a very 
fhort time j they were at the temple in the midft of 
Jerufalem, where the moft convenient^ if not the only 
way, would be to have water brought in a bafon, or 
fome other veiTel, and baptize them in the fame way." 
(page 72.) It would feem, by thefe obfervations, that 
the command of God muft yield to our convenience 
What exalted ideas fuch men muft have of the authority 
of God in his pofitiveinftitutions, to fuppofe we are to 
accommodate them to our own conveniency ! Had good 
old Abraham, at the age qf % ninety-nine, consulted his 
conveniency, would he not probably have preferred cut- 
ting the end of his little finger, to the part appointed 
by the inftitution of circumcifion ? 

We have no right nor wi(h to fay, that our brethren 
fhali not confult their convenience in the adminiftration 
of the ordinance ; but for ourfelves, we hope never to 
think it inconvenient to obey the commands of Chrift, 
and follow the example of him who thought it no incon- 

* Moflieim, Vol. I. pa«e v\^ n«tc* 
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vetriency to travel on foot from Galilee to Jordan, to be 
immerfed by John in that river. 

Sprinkling is alfo faid to have another great advan- 
tage over immerfion : It is not only more convenient, 
but " more compatible with every idea of propriety and 
decency." (page 73.) 

Dr. Ofgood *" dilates largely on the decency of their 
practice, and the indecency of ours. " To me, (faith 
he) indeed, this (fprinkling) appears the only mode in 
which the ordinance can be adminiftered with that 
order j decency? &c. He adds, " Their leaving the place 
of Viorlhipijireaming away in the open air to fome pond 
or river t and in all feafons and climates, changing their 
apparel in order to their being totally immerfed in the 
water, out of which they come drenched and fbiverittg" 
&c. (page 8.) He concludes, however, that " baptifm 
by immerfion might not, perhaps, eighteen hundred 
years ago, be offensive in Judea ; nor can we fay that 
it would difguft the uncultivated and unclothed inhab- 
itants of South Africa, even now ; but it is certain, that 
the cuftom of plunging mixed multitudes of men and 
women, either in thin veftments or in their ufual drefs, 
is deemed indecorous by moft .people accu domed to 
polifhed manners." (page 14.) Eighteen centuries ago, 
it feems, then, it might not have been offenjive for Jefus 
and his difciples to be immerfed, but it is now abfolutely 
" indecorous" to follow their example ! And is there 
.nothing, dear fir, "indecorous" in comparing the ftate 
of manners in the primitive Chriftian church, contain- 
ing Chrift and all his difciples, to the loweft dregs of 
the human race ? to the Bofchemen or wild Hottentots 
of South Africa ? Muft not fuch a «omparifon ftrike a 
tender mind with horror, and be confidered as a moft 
ievere refledlion on the great Head of the church, and 
all his immediate followers ? Who can help refledting 
on the prophetic languajge of David, when perfonating 
Chrift, The reproaches of them that reproached thee are fallen 
upon me.\ Is the religion of Jefus, efpecially its inftitu- 
tions, when prafiifed as they were in " Judea eighteen 
hundred years ago, deemed indecorous" by people of 

* Two JDiicourfes at Maiden. f Pfalta Uii« <)% 
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« poliflied manners ?" Such people would do well tt 
remember, that the friend fbip of the world is enmity with 
Gad ; # and that Chrift, in order to guard his people 
againft this temporizing fpirit, has faid, Wbofiever Jball 
be ASHAMED of me 9 and of my words, of him Jball the Sm 
of Man be afhamed, when he Jball come in his own glorj t 
and iti his Father's, and of the holy angels.\ 

But what aftonifhes us moft of all, is, that after all 
tliis outcry about decency and offending againft polijbtd 
manners, that the Do&or (hould inform the world, that 
their minifters will be guilty of doing the fame ! ! Yes, 
" we are (faith he) far from calling in queftion the 
validity of theirs, (meaning our mode of baptifm) ; nay, 
in condefcenfion to the confciences of thofe who requefi 
it, our mini/ten fcruple not to baptize by immerfion" Is it 
poflible, Doftor ? What ! will your minifters and their 
people M go ftreaming away in the open air to fome 
pond or river ?" What ! and with as little fenfe of 
decency as* the Baptifts, be " totally immerfed in the 
water," and like them "come drenched and fhivering w 
out of it ? It is perfectly aftonifhing ! But why do they 
thus treipais upon the cuftoms of " polifhed manners ?" 
Why ? not indeed from a confcientious regard to the 
command or example of Chrift, but " in condefcenfion 
to the confciences of thofe who requeft it." So great 
is their condefcenfion, that it feems they can become all 
things to all men, that by all means they may fnve fome — of 
their people from going over to the Baptifts. 

Mr. Worcefter has mentioned one fpecies of inde- 
cency, which he fuggefts was pra&ifed anciently in im- 
merfion, which in this age of improvement is wholly 
done away. He relates the ftory from Dr. Wall, and 
he from Voflius, and where he got it nobody knows ; 
but it is thus related in the difcourfes before us : " The 
ancient Chriftians," fays Dr. Wall, " when they were 
baptized by immerfion, were all baptized naked, whether 
they were men, women, or children. Voflius has col- 
lected feveral proofs of this, which I fhall omit, becaufe 
it is a clear cafe." (Note, page 7i.) If Mr. Worcefter 
« acquainted with Dr. Wall's writings, as he undoubt- 

* James iv. 4. f Like ir. %6. 
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cdly is, he mud certainly know that the Doftor has 
ftrenuoufly aflerted that knmerfion was the primitive 
ordinary mode throughout almoft the whole Chriftian 
world, for thirteen centuries, and in many countries 
much longer.* Can any man in his fenfes fuppofe that 
Dr. Wall ferioufly believed, that during this long pe- 
riod of thirteen or fifteen centuries, there was not -a 
fcrap of modefty in the whole Chriftian world i Would 
he have pleaded for the restoration of a practice that 
had conftantly been a reproach to decency i We hard- 
ly think it. 

But we mould like to know who this Voffius was, 
who furniQied this indecent ftory, that we may know 
what degree of credit is due to it. Was it Ifaac Voffius % 
who came oyer from Leyden to England in 1670, whom 
king Charles made canon of Windfor ? Of this perfoa 
an Englifh biographer thus remarks } that Charles knew 
his character well enough to fay, " there was nothing 
that Voffius refufed to believe, excepting the Bible !" He 
further adds, " He appears indeed by his publications — 
to have been a mod credulous man, while he afforded 
many circumftances to bring his religious faith in ques- 
tion." If there be no other proof that the ancient 
Chriftians baptized naked, than what can be gathered • 
from the writings of fuch a man, we (hall think our- 
felves at liberty to doubt it. But, true or faife, Mr. 
Worcefter has cleared .the Baptifts of the difgraceful 
ftory. For this practice is faid by Dri Wall to have 
been among the ancient Chriftians. " But the Anabap* 
tifts, or Antipxdobaptifts," fays our author, " are a fc& .- 
of modern date. They had their origin foine time 
after the reformation under Luther a#d Calvin." (P. 66.) 
According to this, the Psedobaptifts may place all thefe 
naked folks to their own account. And if they 
confult Dr. Moiheim, (vol. i. p. 227) or Broughton's 
IJiftorical Library, (vol. i p. 14) they may find an ac- 
count of others, who, it is faid, went naked, not indeed 
into the v[ater 9 but iipto their public aSembiies^f 

* See Part II. ItnViv. and v. 

f That people in warm climate* anciently went almofl. naked, that ic. 
Witk only m covering round the waift, no hndj >nV\i tifrpu*. \\ft Iwc* 
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By dating the origin of the Baptifts u feme tin* afitr 
the reformation/' our opponents exonerate us from alt 
the indecencies, pious frauds, errors, herefies, and per* 
iecutidns, which difgracedChriftianity before that period 

We tnuft here beg the reader's indulgence while «€ 
#grefs a few moments from our fiibjett, with a view to 
repel an ungenerous infinuation respecting our origin. 
The riot at Munfter, in which fome who oppofed and 
denied infant baptifm were concerned with others who 
held it, is generally fixed upon as the moft dilhonoura- 
ble part of our hiftory. We regret that our limits will 
not allow us to vindicate ourfelves more fully from the 
tinhandfome things which have been fo often fuggefted, 
from that trsgifa&ion, with a view to injure our charao 
ter as a religious denomination. But we cap here only 
fay, that we verily believe, that to take the account of 
the German Anabaptifts, as given by their enemies, 
nothing will be found either more wicked or difgracev 
ful in this feci, than may be found in the origin of al» 
moft any other ancient feci, taking their hiftory from 
the fame fource. 

For inftance \ the Independents in England, from 
whom the prefent refpeclable Congregational Churches 
in this country defcended. If you take their hiftory 
from Clarendon^ . Echerd, Parker •, or even from Rspht, 
you will find the obfervation juftified. The latter, 
though a foreigner, is allowed to have written one of 
the beft hiftories of England extant. This illuftrious 
writer, faith Dr. Moiheim, reprefents the " Independents 
under fuch horrid colours, that, were his portrait juft, 
they would not deferve to enjoy the light of the fun, or 
to breathe the fre^ir of Britain ; much lefs to be treat- 
ed with indulgence and efteem, by thofe who have the 
caufe of virtue at heart." However unjuftly they might 
be accufed, " the moft eminent Englilh writers, (adds 
the Doctor) not only among the patrons of £pifcopacy y 
but among thpfe very Pre/byterians 9 wit;h whom they 
are now united, have thrown out againft them the bit? 

is Dill praclifed by the inhabitants of the torrid zone. That they went 
into the water in their ufaai drefs is highly probable; but that any 
wcr2 baptized without a covering rouad the waift, we h*Ve ieeb e* 
Ju&ucM r re»f. ■: •■' ' *■■»* 
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ereft attttfarions and the fevereft invectives, that the 
varmeft imagination could invent. They have nof on- 
y been reprefented a& delirious, mad, fanatical, iltite- 
ate, factious, and ignorant both of natural and revealed, 
eligion ; but alfo abandoned to all kinds of wickednefc 
md fedition, and as the only authors* of the odious par* 
ricide committed on the perfbn of Charles L w * We do 
lot pretend to vouch for the truth of thefe things, nor 
io we believe them generally to be true ; but only, men* 
;ion them -ro (hew that other fects have been as fevere* 
iy cenfured as the Anabaptifts. If we compare the ac- 
counts given by the enemies of the two feels, this will 
tie about the rdult — The fanatics of one, in their wild 
peal, fet up a king ; and the fanatics of the ether pulled 
tfown theirs. 

But evert admitting all that has been faid of the Ger- 
man Anabaptifts to be true, and we can fee no more 
propriety in reproaching the prefent Baptifts with ir, 
than there would be in reproaching the prefent. Psedo* 
baptifts with all the errors, debaucheries, and enormous* 
cruelties committed by the Paedobaptifts of Rome. The 
fact is, though we agree effientially with the "German 
PaptUh in the article of baptifm, yet we totally difap- 
prove of their diforderly, fed it ious fanaticifm. So we 
understand our brethren, that while they agree with the! 
church of Rome in their infant baptifm, they difagree 
with their fentiments and practice generally. The only 
inquiry which a candid mind would here make would 
be this \ Is there any thing in immerfion which has a 
natural tendency to fanaticifm and fedition ? - 

Our object in this fection was not particularly to ex* 
hibit all the proofs in favour of immerfion of which the 
k»bje& is fufceptiWe, (as that, we conceive, has been 
fufficiently done, Part II. feet. iv. and v.) but more efpe- 
cially to remove fbme of the objections which have been 
raifed againft the practice by its oppofers. We have 
endeavoured candidly to meet the mod weighty and 
popular objections, and the public will judge whether 
we have refuted them or not. A few additional obfer* 
Rations (hall clofe the fection* 

•Ecci Hifc *4 . v .?. tftt, i%% 
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. « The Greek word baptizo? fays Mr. Worcefter, 
* determines nothing in refpeft to the particular moc'e 
in which water is to be applied." (P. 69.) This is cer- 
tainly an unpleafant circumftance, if true, that a word 
is made ufe of to defcribe a particular action, and yet 
that it has no definite meaning, fo that we can poffibly 
determine from it what is to be done, " Every perftm," 
fays Dr.Ofgood, «« who hath the like acquaintance with 
them (that is, with the original languages as himfelf) 
well knows, that the Greek word for baptifm fignifies 
any kind of warning, by fprinkling or affbiion, as often, 
if not much often er, than by dipping** The objed with 
both thefe writers is evidently the fame : it is to throw 
the word into a ftate of complete uncertainty* and ,m 
this way to fecure the validity of fprinkling. It means, 
according Xq them, any kind of wafliing, either by dip* 
ping, pouring on water, or fprinkling. Nor b there 
any direction to what part the water is to be applied ; 
whether to the head, the hands, or the feet. We know 
l>f nothing but cuftom, which has determined the appli- 
cation of it to the forehead. 

We with here to ftate a cafe, and fhould be mech 
gratified in a fair anfwer. Suppofing a family of the 
defendants of Abraham were to embrace Ghrifttanhy 
under the miniftry of the Paedobaptifts, and (hould re* 
ceive their doctrine of baptifm, as coming in the room 
of circumcifion ; and (hould hence iniift, that in order 
to render it analogous to that rite, the water muft be 
applied to the fame part $ would thefe gentlemen, in 
their great " condefcenfion to the conferences" of their 
Jewifh converts, apply water in this way ? Could they 
make any fair obje&icn, and ftill fupport their baptifm 
on the ground of circumcifion ? We fhould fuppofe not. 
If the manner of applying water is to be determined by 
the confcience r f or rather fancies of the candidates for 
the ordinance, then any way, and to any part which 
they may choofe, muft be considered as valid baptifm* 

But let us for a momept inquire if the word baptize 

which is rendered baptize, has not a primary meaning, 

fu&ciemly definite to dwe& ovxt ^t*&\c*. " The word," 

favs a very fenfible writer, " \* amfeSfedYj Cit*^. Y^- 

tive Greeks understand tYxevr own\w^^>cw^ ^» 
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* foreigners ; and they have always underftood the word 
to mean dipping ; therefore from, their firft embracing 
Chri^ianity to this day, they have always baptized, and 
do yet baptize by imtyer/!on"* We appeal to our learn- 
ed opponents to fay, whether the Greek church in all 
its branches, even the cold regions of Ruffia not except- 
ed, has not to the.prefent time praftifed immerfton ? We 
hence reafon in this way : — The New Teftament was 
originally written in Greek ; that native Greeks under- 
ftood ttye word baptize as we do, to mean immerfion, 
and confequently they always practifed immerfion : 
this alone, we fhould fuppofe, would be allowed to be 
decifive evidence of the meaning of the word.r— The 

• beft critics of all the Chriftian feels have agreed with 
Lfigh,f u that the native and proper fignification of it 
(baptizo) is to dip into water , or to plunge under water?'—* 
When the action is defcribed in the New Teftament, 
it is defcribed by their going down into the water, and 
coming up out of \t% which would be abfurd upon any 
other principle but immerfion.— That it was under- 
ftood in the fame fenfe by the Chriftian church general- 
ly during the firft centuries \ this is evident from eveiry 
eccl^fiaftical writer pf any note whofe works have com£ 
to our knowledge. Thefe things confidered, can there 
a doubt remain as to its proper meaning ? 

As we have quoted largely from the above clafs of 
writers in a preceding pafrt of this work, we (ball here 
only add two or three quotations from Dr. Molneim. 
In describing the rites and ceremonies of the firft cen- 
. tury, he fays, " The facrament of baptifm was adminis- 
tered in this century, in places appointed and prepared 
for that purpofe ; and was performed by imrnetjion of tie 
whole body in the baptifmal font."± In this author, there 
is HOt.a word to he found in the hiftory of this centurvl 
of pouring or fprinjding, as « a fcriptural and valid mod£ 
of baptifm." But what may be done by « fair implica- 
tion," we pretend not to fay. 'J 
l^t us now follow this learned hiftorian into the next 
century, and fee how the ordinance was then adn\vo&- 
terfd. ^ "The jperfom," faith he, " tob*\»^ATS& v ^xst 

9 Robinfon'$ HULBmpt p. 5. ^ CAv Wan* 

fEccLHUL yoLi. p. 1*6. 
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they had repeated the creed, confefled and renounced 
their fins, and particularly the devil in his pompous al- 
lurements, were immersed under water, and received 
into Chrift's kingdom, bv a folemn invocation of Father, 
Son " &c. (Ibid. p. 206) 

Thus, according to Dr. Mofheim,*(and it muft not be 
forgotten that he was a Paedobaptift) the apoftolic mode 
of biiptifm was preferved through this century. Had 
either fprinkling or affufton been pra&ifed in thefe centu- 
ries, is it not perfectly unaccountable that not a hint 
fhould be given of it by this author J What could in- 
duce him to keep fuch a fallen filence about it r Had 
he not the advantage of examining the writings of G7r- 
mens, Hermes, Juftin Martyr % Lrenaus, and all the other 
ancient writers mentioned bv Mr. Worcefter ? He un- 
doubtedly bad, for he has quoted from many if not all 
of them. 

If the fiiHeft evidence could be exhibited of the ex- 
iftence of infant baptifm, in the third and fucceeding 
centuries, and that it were then pra&ifed by pouring or 
fprinkling, it would afford no decifive evidence that ei- 
tner were praftifed by the apoftles. Any one who has 
taken the pains to trace the progrefs of innovation, will 
be fully convinced of this : he will find fuch an increafe 
of rites and ceremonies from century to century, as in a 
little time to change the vifible afpect of almoft the 
whole Chriftian church. But notwithftanding this gen- 
eral departure from apoftolic purity both in doctrine and 
Manners, iptmer/lu held its indifputable claim, of being 
the divinely appointed mode of baptiftn. We fay male, 
becaufe fprinkling in fame instances was admitted, in 
cafes of danger of death, as a fubftitute. And we verily 
believe, that " after ail the laborious and oftentatious 
criticifm" upon baptizo % to . make, it mean pouring or 
fir inkling ; and upon m % apo, and «>,* there could not 
Tbe foun,d among the i aedobaptifts themfelves, one per- 
jbn in ten who had ever thought . on the fubjeft, but 
would freely acknowledge that he. believed JefusCbrift 
was immerftd by John in Jordan Nor do we think our 
'jferefhftn who plead for the validity of fprinkling, di4bo» 

• W. Br. Crafc'i ttnatn* 
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3feVe it themfelves. If this be indeed an error, we ca^i 
thinly of but one complete remedy for it \ and that is, 
to alter the Bible ! Whilit the prefent tranflation is re^- 
ceived, and people are permitted to read and think for 
themfelves, it may be expedted that there will be a gen*- 
era! convi&ion, that Jefus was. plunged in Jordan. And 
all attempts to prove,, that this was to anfwer to the 
waChiag of the priefts at the tabernacle door, in order 
to introduce him into his prieftiy office, will help to 
ftreagthen this conviction \ for it will be feen that the 
jP«dobaptifts themfelves feel the difficulty, and try t^- 
get rid of it in this way 

We have no where in the courfe of thefe animad ver- 
fions attempted tovindicate Mr. Merrill, as we think 
iiina able, and believe him determined, to do it.himfelf $* 
but with here to notice a crijicifm made by Mr. Auftin . 
on John.xii. 10, in his Letters addrefled to the above 
author. (P. 39.) "You mention," faith Mr. Auftin,, 
ic iouoy as fignifying the. fame with baptize^ &c. If ypu 
.will (continues he) turn to John xiii. 10, juft adverted 
to, a place which you have not mentioned, and probably 
jnot confidered, you will find evidence direftly and con- 
daJiveJy- againft .this idea. l Jefos faith unto him, j/e 
tha>is walhed $ lehumtnoi} needeth not fave to waiit 
his feet, but is clean every whit." On this Mr. AuiUa 
obferves—7 u Here the fubjeft fpoken of is not the feet, 
.or hands, or face.; but the man, he, in Greek* b. He is 
waihed when his feet only are waihed ; and mpfajiha^ is 
ttfed, to exprefs this washing of the feet." ;4 

But has not Mr. Auftin after all miffed the force, of 
our Saviour's pbfervation ? Did not Jefus intend to.ex^ 
prefs two diftinft a&s, one a general, «ad the other a 
partial washing i one a bathing of the wfcole body, dpiii 
the other a washing of the feet, and therefore made u|e- 
of two different words ? In the firft, Chrift ufes the paft 
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* Psdofc&ptifti, who write or Ipcat of J Mt Men*!]), afleift to fees* 
Wm with much contempt, a* though he were a man of in&rkuMearnmg ' 
"and talent*. If they believe it, it it not aftonifhing that io m'any jpeftt- 
ihmilit'be tfsployed againft hinr, and thefe wielded too kyjfteh tifditr 
$rft literary'emiacnee ? If their repcefeneatioat be true, they weailfc 
gain but little honour ibould they btat hittv ; but wtoildVxTttA.^^ti&t 1 - 



384 APPENDIX. • 4 •** 

tenfe ; He that is (leloumenos) nvafbed neeieth na five 
(nipfafthai) to nva/b his feet \ but is clean every whit. He 
that it nuafbed, if this referred to the walhing of the 
feet, needed not to walh at all, according to Mr. Auftin, 
for this exprefled an acl already done. . 

Left the fenfe we have given above fhould be thought 
to be a mere " imagination of the Baptifts," * we fubjoin 
the remarks of the amiable Dr. Doddridge. " He that 
is nwafhed already or that has juft been bathing, needs 
only to walh his feet, which ofty indeed be eafily foiled 
by the (horteft walk, and when thafc U done he is en- 
tirely clean." f Upon the above he has the following 
critical note : — " He that has been bathing. This render- 
ing of the word leloumenos is cop firmed by Elfner % (Ob- 
ferv. vol. i. p. 337, 338) and gives as it were a compen- 
dious paraphrafe upon it. Clarius has well obferved, 
that as the apod uter ion, or room in which they drefled 
themfelves after bathing, was different from that in 
which they bathed, the feet might be fo foiled in walk- 
ing from one to the other, as to make it neceffary im- 
mediately to wa(h them again." 

If Dr. Doddridge be right, it affords a high proba- 
bility that Mr. Merrill may alfo be right. If, according 
to the above, two diftinct acls were intended by Chrift, 
then Mr. Auftin has overlooked the real meaning of the 
paflage. { 

On the whole, we have one undeniable advantage 
over our opponents in this difpute about the mode of 
baptifm. Ours correfponds with the primary fenfe of 
the original word to baptize, and certainly with the 
practice of the primitive Chriftians. Theirs, by the 
confefiions of many of their be ft writers, is a departure 
from both. If it had been the intention of the great 
Head of the Church, that this rite fhould have been per- 

• _ 

* Dr. Ofgood, p. si. f Expof. vol. it p. 426. 

J Mr. Auftin appears peculiarly unfortunate in the choice of the word 
tfvfttn to represent the mode of applying water in baptilm, at it neither 
agrees with the Bible, nor hit own pra&icc. No one will deny hut a 
man may he at thoroughly wet by pouring water on him, a* .by dipping 
him into it ; but the queftion is, has Mr. Auftin producedfcau j inf 
where the Greek verb ikeo, (to affuf or pour) has been r 
4 tptlnt i if not, what argument it there in his attaching it to. 
e **j times over ? 
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formed by pouring on water > would not ikeo (to affufe, to 
pour) have been ufed,inftead of baptizo (to dip, to plunge, 
&c.) ? Qy if fprinkling had been intended, lliouki we 
not fometimes have found rantizo (to afperfe,to fprinkle) 
ufed to exprefs the act of baptizing, inftead of a word, 
which in its primary fenfe fignJfies immerfion ? 

Figurative expreffions are conftantly reforted to by 
our brethren to fupport their prance : fuch as Sprink- 
ling many nations , fprinkling clean watery pouring out of the 
Spirit, &c. "Wirh thefe, we have only to contraft other 
fcriptures, \vhich*reprefent the fame things by an entire 
waihing or plunging : fuch as the following. In that 
Jay there fhall be a fountain opened to the houfe of David, 
mnd to the inhabitants tf Jerufalem, for fin and for unclean- 
*efs.* Unto Him that loved us f and wafbed us from our 
Jins in his own blood. \ Thefe are they who came out of great 
tribulation, and have wafbed their robes and made theth 
white in the blood of the Lamb.% Thefe latter afford juft 
as much evidence of immerfion, as the fornier do of 
fprinkling. But as neither of them have any thing to 
do with the fubjeft, neither of them aflbrd any direct 
proof in the cafe. 

" There is an expreffion/' fays Dr. Ofgood, " occur- 
ring once or twice in the writings of St. Paul, which 
feems to have full poffeffion of the imagination of our 
Baptift brethren, and renders them pofitive that immer- 
fion was the primitive' mode of baptifm. It is found 
Rom. vi. 4. « We are buried with him in (by) baprifm 
into death.' Again in Col. li. 12. « Buried with him in 
baptifm/ &c." 

But what has " pofTeffed the imagination" of fo many 
Paedobaptifts, to give the ftme explanation, and to agree 
with us, that the apoftle, by the term buried, alluded to 
the mode of baptifm by immerfion ?§ 

A writer who refers to €i fmall things" on zfmallfub- 
je ?, contained in a fmall book, may aflift us on the 
prefent occafion ; as fmall things often (how which way 

the wind blows (t u If any of the learned fathers," fays 

/, 

* Zech. iHi. r. f Rev. i 5. \ Ror'. viv \ v 

§ Vid. Cave, Locke, Burkitt, Poo\e, in \oc. 
I Vid, Mr Aixterfon's eftitnate of lminttfc.ii.> was. ^ * v» 
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this author, " have faid things, in favour of baptizing by 
immerfion, they may hav« beep indebted for it to their 
reading Greek authors, more than to their critical atten- 
tion to the New Teftament." (Note, page 11.) What 
an admirable apology for men, whofe profeiTed object 
was, to write critical expo fit ions on the facred text ! 
" Hence (continues this author) we learn why probably 
Calvin, and many others, made conceflions in favour 
of immeriion, and yet baptized by afrufton. They were 
honefi*** As claflic fcholars in the Greek language 
they made their conceflions, but as believers, taught by 
the words which the Holy Ghoft teacheth, they bap- 
tized as we do " (Pa^e 23.) 

Will Mr. Anderfo.Vs brethren thank him for this 
fingular ftatement ? For the premifes which he has 
placed before us furnith us with the following conclu- 
sion, viz. That thofe who will not concede the fame 
things which Calvin and many others did, that « to 
baptize is to immerfe," are either unacquainted with 
the Gecian elajjics* or elfe that they are not honejl! 
But how does Calvin's honefty appear ? in his believing 
one thing and practicing another ? How ? Why, in this 
way : as a claflic fcholai , thoroughly acquainted with 
Grecian literature, he was compelled to own, that " the 
word baptizo iignifies to dip ; and it is certain (adds he) 
that the manner of dipping was ufed by the ancient 
church."* " But as a believer, taught by the words 
which the Holy Ghoft teacher h," he could conftrue 
baptize to mean pouring, or fprinkling, or any kind of 
wetting! But where and how does the Holy Ghoft 
teacii that new born babes fhould be fpr'uikled ? Not 
in the fcriptures ; for many others, whofe honefty can; 
no more be fcrupled than Calvin's, have confeffed, that 
the fcriptures were totally " iilent ;" nor by the tefti- 
mony of thofe who were cotemporary with theapoftles, 
for there " is nothing directly on the fubject, either for 
or againft infant baptifm, in the writings of the firft 
century." But where will this ientiment lead us, that 
the "Holy Ghoft teacheth," that words, when ufed ill" 
the facred fcriptures, have a meaning totally differtat 

* Juft. Chrift. fcclig. iiv. & i$. J 19. 



S.w 



appendix. ss-y 



from what they have in common life ? Will it hot lead 
into all the devious paths of error ? Is it not Qigen'fm 
revived with a witnefs ? and does it not eftablifh the 
fentiment of that myftic writer, that*-" the fVriptures 
are of little ufe-rothofe who underftand them as they 
were written ?" 

But thefe men, who made conceffions in favour of 
immerfion, -fays ^Mr. Anderfon, « were honeft." Did 
he mean to fuggeft, that men are lefs honeft at the 
prefent day ? we mould hardly fuppofe it; and yet 
there is fome ground for f iich a fufpicion. It is under- 
stood, that many plumply deny what their pious and 
learned anceftors freely acknowledged : not only fo, 
but we find their works interpolated. In the firft, edi- 
tion of Poole's expofirion on John iii. 23. fpeaking of 
John s baptizing at Enon becaufe there ivas much water 
there* the writer thus expounds : u It is from this appa- 
rent, that both Chriit and John baptized by dipping the 
body in wciter, elfe they needed not have fought places 
where had been great plenty of water : yet it is probable^ 
they did not conilantly dip, from what we read of the * 
apoilles' baptizing in houfes." Nothing more is added 
up>n this member of the text. Although Dr. Collins, 
the writer of this article, has long fince been dead, yet 
fome facrilegious hand has dared to alter this in a late 
edition, printed at Edinburgh 1801, in the following 
manner : " It is from thfe apparent, fay fome" &cV 
" Others fay it is not apparent/ &c \ and feVeral argu^ j 
xnents are here urged, to difprove what (lands decidedly 1 
in favour of immerfion in the firft edition. This artful j 
interpolation we confider as a real imposition upon the 
public r for in this way any of the ancient writers may. 
be made to fay things which they never faid, and den£ 
things which they freely acknowledged. If fuch frauds 
are allowed to be praclifed, all confidence in the tefti- 
mony of thofe who have gone before us will be de- 
ftroyed. , 

The oppofers of immerfion make uie of the farn$ 
kind of arguments to difparage this practice, which tlig 
enemies of revelation employ againft Chriftianit^ &ea»' 
eraJly ,• we mean, by arguing ftota tat Tfcwfe* .^. ^ 
One would think, by fome of theu r^tefcttoX\ox»^^a 
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our baptifmal occasions were a fcene of ript and confu* 
fion $ the truth is exa&ly the reverfe of] this i they are 
ufually feafons of peculiar folemnity. We? l^ave fire- 
<^ient and repeated inftances of perfohs' being ftruck 
Under conviction, while witneffing the due adminiftra- 
tion of this impreffive inftitute. But were the ridicule 
and oppofition much greater than what we hare at any 
time experienced, we mould fuppofe our brethren would 
be the laft perfons in the world to complain. F/om 
whom does this oppofition and ridicule proceed ? Surely 
not from the Baptifts themfelves, nor from any who are 
friendly to them ; but from I ....... we will not fay 

whom, though they are often well known. 

It mud be peculiarly grateful to the feelings of a 
pious Baptift, when reproached for following the examf 
pie of his Lord and Matter, that immeriion, after fuf* 
taining every oppofition which learned ingenuity can 
make, ftill maintains its ihdifputable claim, of being 
apoftolic baptifm. Nor will it give him the lead unea- 
finefe, that his Paedo baptift brethren can make out a 
bare probability, that water might pofftbly have, been ap-. 
plied in ibme extreme cafes otherways From the evi- 
dence which the facred fcriptures, ecclefiaftical hiftory, 
and the teitimony of the moft pious and learned of the 
Pxdobapriifc exhibit, that irnmerfion was the conftant 
practice of the primitive church, he will feel a fafety in 
following their example ; he will reft confident, that 
there cannot be the fame degree of evidence in favour 
of any other mode. This, Psedobaptifts themlelyes ac- 
knowledge to be valid ; all Others are doubtful. 

Though confldered by our opponents as a " little 
modern feci," * if we have the truth on our fide we 
need not fear. "They have ever been (faith Mr.'Wor- 
cefter) but a very fmall proportion or the Chriftiaa 
world. I do not mean (faith he) that they have been 
but a fmall proportion of the nominally Chriftian World, 
but it very (mail proportion of the true and faithful pro* 
f effing people of God." This is to us another of the 
myfterious unintelligible ftatements made by this autluffv 
It would feem by this, that the Baptifts have fome ti{XjJ£ 

• Dr. Ofgtod, figc 41 a atpd Mr, Worccftcr, page 64' ' - 1 . ^ 
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<jr other made a large proportion of the profeffing 
-Chriftian world. But as a drawback upon this, they 
had a much larger proportion of nominal profeifors than 
fell to the (hare of other denominations. If it be a 
fatt, that we have a greater proportion of nominal pro- 
fefibrs than Paedobaptifts, we are extremely puzzled to 
account for it* If we baptized infants, -and irififted that 
they were all d'tfciples> although they had never learned a 
•word concerning J^fus Chrift, nor was it certain that 
they ever would : or if we admitted members into our 
churches without evidence of their having experienced 
a moral change, arid in rnany inftances, without afking 
them a Single queftion concerning their religious exer- 
cifes : or if a considerable proportion of our ministers 
were -ordained without any examination refpecting their 
particular Sentiments or experimental knowledge of the 
truth, and who of courfe would be interested in keeping 
their hearers prejudiced againft the fanaticifm of expe- 
rimental religion^ then we might reafonably conclude 
that we had a larger proportion of nominal profeflors 
than thofe churches who admit only fuch as give a 
fatisfactory reafon of the hope that is in them. 

It is true, indeed, we neither, make difciples, admit 
members, nor ordain ministers, in this way $ yet, after all 
our care in examining them according to the beft light ive 
have, we are very liable to err. Our brethren, it would 
feem, are not fo much expofed $ for, if they have not • 
overrated themfelves, " the light of the truth has been 
a hundred, perhaps a thousand fold greater, in the 
Paedobaptift churches than in the Baptift."* MiraUU 
diBu ! "What an amazing difference ! Who does not 
pity the poor benighted Baptifts ? Alfo all the piety, 
learning, and talents, belonging to the Christian world, 
our brethren claim, almoft exclusively for themfelves.f 
For all this vaft fuperiority, we moft refpedtfully ten-, 
der them " the homage of our high conudefation \ n 
but beg them in/uture, not to overwhelm us with fuch 
arguments as thefe. 

Mr. Anderfon, in his zeal to make zfairjbow of em- 
inent men in the Paedobaptift churches* to& foTCvs&s?* 

• Mr. Anderfon's Lett, p 14. f Vid. Mr. ^©t«kctVEWs* v * 
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flipped in among them the author of the Pilgrim's 
Progress.* Bunyan, though a Baptift, we fuppofe it 
will be allowed was one of the good fort, for he held 
to open communion. This being the cafe, how came 
the Piedobaptifts to perfecute and imprifon him i Was 
a it for any immoral conduit that he was configned to a 
loathfome jail twelve years and a half? The reader, 
perhaps, could judge better, if he were to know the 
crime that was laid to his charge. The bill of indi& 
merit preferred again (I him runs thus : " John Bunion 
—hath devili/hly abflained from coming to churchy to heat 
> divine fcrvice $ and is p common upholder of feveral **> 
lawful meetings and conventicles , to the difturbance and iifc 
traclion of the goodfubjeBs of this kingdom ^ contrary to th$ 
laws of our fovercign lord the king** For thus daring 
to preach the gofpel, contrary to the~ laws* of a tyran- 
nical hierarchy, this good man was fent to prifon for 
twelve years and fix months ! 

It has often been urged, as an argument in favour 
of the divinity of the Chriftian religion, that it made 
its way at firft againft the learnings power and policy ot 
the world, by the inftrumentality of a few UlitereU 
fifbermen ! Does not this argument caft its full weight 
into the fcale, in favour of our diftinguiihing fen- 
timents, if the obfer vat ions of our brethren retoefting 
us be juft ? Let the candid mind decide. May the 
Lord preferve us from becoming vain by profperity. 
We have great reafon to adore our Saviour God, that 
our duty is made fo plain in his blefled word \ that we 
have fuch abundant proof that we are treading in the foot- 
Jieps of the flock, and are followers of them who through 
faith and patience are gone to inherit the promifes. 

Notwithftanding our pra&ke of immerfion, which 
"is deemed indecorous by moft people accuftomed to 
polished manners," and " denial of the external ritd of 
baptifm to the infant feed of believers ;" yet, if it were 
not for our " antichriftian pra&ice of clofe commu- 
nion," it feems that our brethren could receive and treat 
us a* Chriflians. We therefore add a few 
on free communion before we clofe* 

* Lett p. SJ. f Notes on Claude, vol ii. p. tst. 
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SECTION VIII. 

The Principles of Open Communion examined— The Subjetl 

concluded. 

IS the communion for which our brethren plead, lim- 
ited, or unlimited ? If limited, we wifh to be inform- 
ed what are its boundaries. If unlimited, then it muft, 
we conceive, embrace all who bear the Chriftian name* 
« In thefe United States (faith a refpeftable writer) 
there are probably more than fix millions of people 
wearing tie Chriftian name* 99 * Is open communion 
charitable enough to embrace all thefe ? No, furely ; 
the thought is too extravagant to be ferioufly entertain- 
ed. A confutable proportion of thefe, have no other 
connexion with* Chriftianity, than only as it is the re- 
ligion of the country in which they happened to be 
bom. However, they are all brought forward, and 
each counts one againft the Baptifts.f 

But to fay no more of this. If we open our doors 
for free communion, muft we not, to aft confiftently, 
receive all ' whofe right of niemberfhip can be" fup- 
ported ? If fo, muft we not commune with all the bap- 
tized children which belong to Pxdobaptift congrega- 
tions ? Our brethren place the right of their infants 
on the fame footing with their own $ therefore, if their 
argument be good, if we receive them, we muft re- 
ceive their children alfo. Should we admit the be- 
lieving parents, and refufe their baptized children, 
might they not ftill continue the dreadful charge, that 
we u deny God's everlafting covenant of fuperabound- 
ing grace, the grand charter of the inheritance and 
privileges" of their infant feed ? We fee nothing to 
forbid. . But it may be faid, this, is more than they 
pradtife themfelves ; and therefore, it would not be 
expected of the Baptifts. We grant that they do not 
pra&ife it ; and on that account we think them ex- 
tremely inconiiftent. In contending with us, they 
ftrenuoufly infift upon the right of their infants to 
mcmberfhipj and .yet themfelves deny them the moft K 

* Df . Off ood, Difc. f. 41. \ \\xL 
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effential privileges which every member has a right to 
enjoy ! 

But {hould we give up this idea, arid narrow the 

field of free communion, fo as to include only fuch 

as are actual members of Paedobaptift churches 5 we 

ft-ould ftill wifh to inquire, whether it would be ex* 

peeled, that we {hould commune with all of them, 

whether Calvin ills, Arminians, Semi-Arians, Sociniaos, 

or Unitarians ? If not, where are we to fix the difcrim- 

ihating line ? Do the ftri& Calviniftic or Hopkinfiin 

churches commune with thofe whom they coniider as 

Arminians, or Semi- Arians ? If not, do they not prac- 

tife clofe communion as well as the Baptifts ? Da 

thofe churches which require of every perfon in order 

to membexlhrp, either a verbal or written declaration 

of their experience of a work of grace upon their 

hearts, hold communion with thofe churches which* 

require no fuch experience, and which believe nothing, 

in fuch a work ? If they do not, are they not incoa*- 

fiftent to blame us for our particular communion i If. 

thev do, are they not ftill more inebnfiftent ? 

With a view to relieve thefe difficulties* fame have 
ftated the plan of Ifree communion in this way : — That 
we {hould hold communion with all fuch, and with fuch 
only, as we confeientioufly believe to be real Chriftians \ 
God's own dear children by the Spirit of adoption and' 
a living faith. This is indeed by far the moft con- 
fident plan ; but even this is attended with fome fe- 
rious difficulties. It is believed that in all- Chriftiaik 
communities there may be found fome of the above 
defcription. There 'were even in Sardis a fienv nanus 
•which had not defiled their garments^ though living in a 
church which had moft awfully apoftatized from the. 
truth. On this principle we might freely commune: 
with one member, and reject another at the fame time, 
whofe {landing was equally good in the church to> 
which they belonged. But what heart-burning and*. 
confufion this would produce % and yet it might be un- 
avoidable in many cafes. 

The fact is, we conceive, that there is but one con- 
fiftent method, by which oceauonal communion can be 
prattifed between the members of filler churches. This* 
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is net upon the principle of individual, bat of church 
feflvw/bip. If we could receive one member of a church, 
by the fame rule we could receive every member of 
the fame church. We do not know the precife order 
in which our Paedobaptift brethren proceed ; but think 
it the general practice in our churches, that when a 
brother, who is a ftranger, requefts occafiptial com- 
munion, if by a certificate (or otherwife) he cap fatisfy 
us, that he is a member in regular ftandin|P>in any 
church of the fame /od£ and order with ourfelves, he is 
readily admitted. The only evidence which we have 
of the man in this cafe is, from the character of the 
church of which he is a member. We imagine the 
practice of our brethren is not very diffimilar. 

There are fbtne Paedobaptift churches which appear 
to be built of lively fonts* and where the truths of the 
gofpel in general are preached, 7 and a good degree of 
difcipline maintained. With thefe we have no material 
difficulty, excepting in the article of baptifin. We 
could mod cheerfully unke with them in every z€i of 
Chriftian duty, which would not in our view contravene 
fome other part of the revealed will of Chrift. In the 
article of communion, we feel bound to treat them juft 
as we do our own members, after they are received in* 
to our fellowfhip, but not baptized. Should we treat 
them as baptized perfons, would they not with peat 
propriety charge us with our inconfiftency i 

There are other churches, with which we freery ac- 
knowledge we could not commune, if we had no ob- 
jections to their baptifm* It is not becaufe we do not 
think them refpectable members of fociety, but becaufe 
we have no evidence that they are real Chriftians* We 
have no doubt but in theft communities, there may be 
fome fincert believers ; but where a change of heart ia 
not confidered as a necefiary qualification for member- 
fhip, there is always a high probability, that a large 
proportion of the members are unacquainted with the 
truth as it is in Jefus. On the whole, we fee no way 
that looks more confident than our present practice. 
From all the evidence whkh has been* fet before us* 
we cannot bring ourfelves to believe ttox w<| x^fcwev^v* 

wf2 
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baptifm (hort of immerfion. Nor can we fee out way" 
clear to invite any to the communion table until they 
have been baptized. 

But why is it thought fo important,, that different 
denominations fhould be agreed in the article of table* 
communion, more than in other things ? Is it any more 
eflential to falvation, that we commune- together at the 
Lord's table, than that we fhould be rightly baptized ?■ 
For ourfelves, we believe neither of them eflential to 
falvation. We are hence unable to difcern, why our 
refilling to admit the Paedobaptifts to communicate 
with us, fhould injure their churches, any more than 
their not admitting us fhould injure our'sV 

Our brethren charge us with laying an undue ftrefs 
upon baptifm *, at leaft upon a particular mode of it. 
But their arguments have been infufEcient to produce 
conviction. On the other hand, we think they lay an 
undue ftrefs on our communicating together at theLord'* 
table. Ritual duties, they have conftantly infifted, 
were ta be clafled among the mn-tjfentials of religion. 
How then fhall we reconcile the conduct -of thofemin- 
ifters and churches, who profeft tehold the doctrine- 
of fovereign difcriminating grace, and yet unite with 
others, who hold every grade of doctrine, down to &>-• 
cimamfm> merely becaufe* they are agreed in the article 
of infant baptifm ? At the fame time, they reject all 
kind of connexion with their Baptift brethren* who- 
believe and preach the fame 'important truths which 
they profefs to believe. Nay* do they not in fom* 
inftances, warn their people to fhun them as they 
would the peftilence ? 

Our pulpits have been generally open to allevangelic 
miniftcts, whether they have been burled in baptifm * or 
only fprinkled \ and we rather think they will ftill re- 
main fo* Some of our brethren, in return, invite us- 
into their's- 5 . while others very confcientioufly refufe, 
aligning as a reafon, -their fears, that it would have a 
tendency to make a divifion among their people. Did 
we differ in points of doctrine, the objection would haver 
weight, but now it is of little force. We do not be- 
lieve that an inftance can be named, in which any have. 
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. preached upon- their diftrngui filing fentiments, when 
in each others' pulpits. Where thon is the mighty* 
danger? No where but in imagination. We have 
never apprehended any danger^ from their preaching? 
the truth to our people. 

Nor are we confciovs of feeling, or difplaying, that" 

"* rage for profelytingj which our opponents charge us 
with. « Each individual, (Jays Dr. Ofgood) whonvthey 
can perfuade to renounce his former baptifm, by being 
thus baptized over again, they confider as being, recov- 
ered from a ftate of heath enifur." (P. 10.) We think 
the Doctor would have fppken more correctly, if he had 
fiaid, " They baptize all fiich as we cannot perfuade to keep 
out of the water;" Whenever a perfon renounces Paedo- 
baptifm, and conies over to the Baptifts, it is immediately? 
laid, M Somebody has been perfuading him." So far is 
this from being true generally, that we have reafon to fear 
that *the dread of being accuied of profelyting, has, iff 
ttxxmany inftances, kept us from fully declaring this part 
o£the counfel of God. Wfe appeal to Psedobaptift min- 
ifters to fay, whether they have not, (many of them at 
leaft) had repeatedly to ufe ; all the arts of perfu&fton to 
keep their people from being Baptifts ? If there be- 
nothing in the- Bible which looks with a favourable af- 
pecl upon the Baptift fentiment, we afk, how it happens) 
that fo many Pxdobaptift mini fterS have confefled, that 
at fome former period of their lives, (though through 
mercy they are now well eftabliihcd) they had ftronjp 
doubts respecting their infant baptifm ? What but the? 
bible perfuaded Mr. Dunfter, the firft Prefident of Har- 
vard Univerfity, to embrace the Baptift fentiments £ 
Surely he could not have been perfuaded by the Baptifts -\ 
for at this time they were fcarcely allowed to breathe 
the air of MaflachufettSr It is faid, " he thought him- 
ielf under obligation, to bear his teftimony in fome fer- 
mons, againft the adminiftration of baptifm to any in- 
fants whatfoever."* What his temerity coft him, the 
author of the Hiftory of Maffachufetts will infbrm us* 
Speaking of the rife of Antipaedobapttiin in the prov- 
' ince, he fays, " Mr. Dunfter, the Prefident of the Col- 

'Mitchell laffc, -p. 67, sa *&»&&%* 
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lege, made profeffion of it, and was forced to quit his 
prefidentihip." To which he adds, " Mr. Chauncy, his 
fucceflbr, held immerfion neceffary, but was content that 
the ordinance ihould be adminiftered to infants, pro- 
vided it was done in that way." He further remarks, 
thai " in Mr. Hooker's time, foon after the year 1640, 
it appears by his letters, that many were inclined that way, 
and he exprefles his apprehenfions, that the number 
would tncreafe."* Whether his apprehenfions were 
excited by a prophetic fpirit, we pretend not to fay ; 
but they appear to have been well founded. We wxfh, 
in future, whenever the fons of Harvard are difpofed 
to treat the advocates of imoierfion as being deftitote 
of literary patronage, they may remember, that their 
two firft Prefidents underftood baptifm* as we do, to 
mean immersion. 

The preceding remarks contain fome of our difficul- 
ties refpefting the plan of free communion. To us, the 
ftanding of many churches at the prefent dfcjr, appears 
to be fimilar to thofe of Alia, to which John was direft- 
ed to write. Although they were not difowned of 
God, yet the moft of them were reproved for having 
departed from their original purity. 

There are many individuals in the different commu- 
nities with whom we could moft cheerfully* communi- 
cate at the Lord's table, did we believe them to be bap- 
tized. But their arguments in favour of their pra&ice 
do not fatisfy us, and we cannot fee how they can fatisfy 
them. To acknowledge that the fcriptures are our " <m* 

?' rule of faith and pratfice" and then proceed to argue 
om their Jilence, looks to us as inconfiftent, as to admit 
the teftimony of the guard, who reported that the dif- 
ciples of Jefus ftole him away while they flept. 

When the mode of our obedience to a pofitive infti- 
tute, (inftead of better ground) reforts to this, that 
" there is abfolutely no text or fentence in the Bible 
forbidding it :"f or, that « there is nothing in the 
fcriptures againft it :"f it eftablilhes to us otif point* 
and one only* that is, that the caufe which requires it 

* Hatch. Hift. MstC p. 219* fk 

t Dr. Ofgood, p. 49. Mr, Worccfter, p. 69, ™ 



APPENDIX. 8*7 

febours exceedingly. The reader will trontraft the foL. ' 
lowing obfervations with the above. 

" Religion, (faid the excellent Claude) in all its. parte r 
ought to proceed from God : for as he has not left it. 
to the choice of man to have or not have a religion y 
fo neither has he left it to his fancy i* invent fuch a.wor- 
fliip as he chobfes."* An old Englifli divine fays, 
" We muft have God's warrant for God's worfhip. Sr.. 
Paul proves, that the tribe of Judah had nothing to da 
with Aaron's priefthood, from-, the ftlence of Mofes ; of 
which tribe Mofes /pake nothing concerning priefthood" 
He reafons as follows : "God employed Mofes to re- 
veal his will to the Jews. Mofes fpake^ nothing of Ju- 
dah's priefthood. Therefore Gocb would not have- 
that tribe officiate- in the prieft's office. What God. 
would have his church pra£tife, fince the abolition of 
Judaifm, he has revealed by Chrift and his apoftles. 
The apoftles have regijlered thefe appointment s in thefcrip— 
twres"\ It hence appears, that St. Paul confidered the 
ftlence of the fcriptures, in a light exactly oppofite to 
what our brethren do. He argued from it, that what 
was not written was implicitly forbidden. They argue v 
that what is not forbidden, may lawfully be prattifed. 

We oppofe infant baptifm becaufe we do not believe 
it to be divine. If it be an apoftolic tradition, it is an 
unwritten one. We baptize believers, becaufe we have 
pofitive fcripture proof that they wexe baptized in the 
days of Chrift and the apoftles. We. pra&ife iinmer- 
fion, becaufe to us it appears exceedingly, plain from 
the fcriptures that Jbhn the Baptift, who* was fent 
from God to introduce this new difpenfotion, baptized 
in: Jordan ; and in Enon becaufe there wa9 much water. 
The much inciter is mentioned, as neceflary to his bap- 
tizing, and. to nothing, eHb. We alfo believe that Jefus 
our Lord and Saviour was plunged in Jordan. We fur- 
ther believe that this was the only way in which the 
apoftles received and adminifter$d the ordinance. 

Jefus firft made d'tfciples> and then baptized them. 
The commiffion which he gave to teach and baptize,, 
corr.efponds with his own practice. " The order runs 

* Difc. on a Ser» toI. ?„ p. 21 6. 
t Gouge on the Tilth, of Hebrews. 
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thus, Teach all nations baptizing them. The thing fpeaks 
for itfelf ; the ftyle is popular ; the fenfe plain : it craft 
mean either — baptize whole nations, or fuch of all na- 
tions as receive your inftruAions, and deflre to be bap- 
tized. The firft is too grofs to be admitted, , becaufe 
it cannot be effected without force ; and the grofihefs 
of the one inftantly turns the mind to the other, the 
plain and true fenfe. In the principles of the kingdom 
of Chrift there is neither fraud nor force ; nor is it fuit- 
able to the dignity of the Lord Jefus Chrift, to take 
one man by conviclion, and his ten children by 'furprife"* 
Bifhop Beveridge, with many others, have tried to 
make out, that the Greek word (matbeteufate) to teach, 
or make difciples, would admit of making them without 
teaching. « But I believe (faid a very correct writer) 
it would puzzle a whole conclave of Jefuits, to make a 
difciple of Chrift, or a Chrift ian f without teaching,* 9 Col- 
lecting our ideas of a difciple from the New 1 eftament, 
and we are at once led to a believer in the Lord Jefus 
Chrift. Thefe difciples all defire the ftncere milk of the 
WORD ; but thofe « little difciples " defire no higher 
nourimment than what a good healthy nurfe can afford 
them. But it is faid, " they are entered into Chrift's 
fchool, and deftined to learn."f Indeed ! — But do men 
enter their children as fcholars as foon as they are born, 
becaufe they intend to fend them to fchool, mould they 
live to be four or five years old ? A man may be fup- 
pofed to form an intention, foon after the birth of a fon, 
to bring ]|jm up at college ; but would he not be thought 
a madman, mould he attempt to enter him as foon as he 
was born, or before he was fitted, or was even capable 
of receiving the lowelt degree of inftruction ? We will 
only fay, *ue have not fo Itarned Chrift, 

Notwithstanding we oppofe with fome degree of zeal 
what we look upon to be error in our brethren, y£t we 
rejoice whenever we hear or fee the work of God 
among them. Concerned as we are, that the ordi- 
nances (1) on Id be kept pure, as they were delivered by 
the apoftles, it is ftill a minor confideraiion. Our firft 
and great concern is, that men be made Chriftian% 

• Robinfo* t **• Ofjjood'i Difc. p. J%. 
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We have no idea that baptifm in any mode will make 
Chriftians, either of infants or adults.* - 

We baptize fuch as haye been fprinkled in their 
Infancy, when they defire it of us, provided they can 
fatisfy us that they are fit fubjefts ; becaufe we think 
with Teftuilian, " that he that is not rightly baptised, 
is doubtlefs not baptized at all." Such as have been 
baptized, that is, imrherfed, upon a profefiion of faith, 
toy Pxdobaptifts, we do not re-baptize : but if they have 
only been fprinkled, though adults, when they come 
-over to us, we baptize them.f Inf.mt baptifm to us is 
defective, both in the fubjeSt and mode? and has a ten- 
dency to defeat the defign of the ordinance, which was 
intended to be a fignificant fign of faith in Chrift. 

IF baptizing fuch as have not been rightly baptized 
be anabapiifmy then there were hundreds and thoufands 
long before the madmen of Munfter (as their enemies 
are pleafed to call them) in 1522. Befides many indi- 
viduals from Tertullian down to the Reformation, were 
there not large fedts, fuch as the Donatifts, in the fourth 
century, the Paulicians, in the feventh, eighth and 
ninth, the Waldenfes in the eleventh, who baptized 
fuch as came over to them from other fefts ? Dr. 
Moflieim allows, that <* the origin of the Tect is hid in 

* The qucftion was once afleed one of the PauKanifts (an ancient 
£t&0 " Why do you not baptize your fon, to expel the devil out of 
him ? Oh, anfwered he, no water can wafli the devil out of the child* 
Monfter ! laid the ether, you deny baptifm and the influence of the 
Holy Ghofl." Monftrous abfurdity ! 

\ f Mr. Worcefter fcems to he much difturbed at the proceeding 
. the Baptift* at Sedgwick, for adminiflering baptilm, forming a 
&.c (< Thus (fays he) in the face <>f the world, was the great ' 
our churches and minifters, &c. deliberately fet at nought. This hat 
been widely, and with great exultation, fpread abroad by the Apjt}» 
pasdobaptifts." And would not the Psedobaptifts " exult " a little, if a 
Baptift minifter, his wife, three deacons, and eighty others, fhouldall 
cos*e over to them at once ? Has not the defection of Mr. Edward* 
from our fentiments, been a theme of as much " exultation " amoaf 
them f Has not a folitary inftance of a Mrs. Jack fon, ta the State of 
Vermont, been conveyed to Boilon, and attached to fcveral publications, 
and vaft pains taken to fpread it ? Not only fo, but has not an inftanct 
- of one, who by the " overwhelming attentions of the Baptifts," had Uk* 
tc have been one, but mercifully efcaped, been widely proclaimed abroad I 
Vid. the lucubrations of a. petticoat priefi, over the fig nature of JLt dla, 
im the Matt Miff. Mag. 
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the remoteft depths of antiquity ;" that they " ftarted 
up all of a fudden in feveral countries, at the fame point 
of time, under different leaders, at the very period when 
the firft conteft of the reformers with the Roman pon- 
tiffs drew the attention of the world/' &c. 

But having far exceeded our propofed limits, we 
haflen to cloi'e the fubject with a iew words of addrefs. 



To the Paedobaptifts. 



Belovfd Brethren— When you call your eyes upon the Baptift 
churches, you behold a people fpread abroad, who have rifen from a 
handful to a great multitude. Like the -primitive church, they have 
had to encounter all the prejudices of the learned and of the ignorant. 
As they liave never been aided by civil power, their progreft muft be 
attributed to feme other caufe. We befeech you candidly to weigh the 
evidence exhibited in the preceding work, and compare it with that by 
which you fapport your own fentiments; and may thcJLord help you 
to know and do his will. 



To the Baptifts. 



Beloved Brethren — Unto you it is given, in tit behalf of Cbrift,not 
only to believe on bins, -but al/o to fuffer for bit fake. From the days of 
your perfecuted anceftor, who was obliged to-crofs the Pa tucket, to en- 
joy among favages thofe rights of conicience, which had been denied 
him by Chriitians, ycur hiftory exhibits repeated inftances of cruel 
moc kings, and of the Jfioiling of your goods , and i'ome of bonds and imprifon- 
went. The American revolution has meliorated your condition- Trurh 
muft prevail. Its progrefs will naturally be more rapid, when not im- 
peded by religious eftablifhments, and penal laws. 

We belbech you, brethren, us pilgrims aridjlrangers, to adorn. your pro- 
feffion, by a holy, humble walk. The progrefs of your principles, and 
incrcaie of your churches (under God) depends not lefs upon the un- 
blameablcnel's of your lives, than upon the purity of your fentiments. 
£f .your brethren bate you, and, caji you out for bis name's fake, requite 
4pin only with kindnefs. In this way you will put tojileuce the igno- 
rants of foolijb men. The pre lent period is aufpicious: Ofor wifdom to 
improve it. See that you fail not out by the way. Finally, brethren, 
W befeecb you, tbat you walk tvortby of tbe vocation nvhctrwitb you are 
tolled ; ivitb all Uwlinefi and tneelnef, vtfitb long^fuffering y forbear ing one 
another in love ; endeavouring to keep tbe unity of tbe Spirit in tbe b\md of 
peace* 
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